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SUMMARY .

'o
'o,-4

This two -year study of special eduC)tion ih Pennsylvania was conducted
to gather information On student progress, quality of instructional programs
and costs for five major categories of exceptionality. The initial,.randomly-
selected statewide sample, Involving 480 classrooms and 7,000 children, was
assessed during the 1975-76 and 1976-77 school years by several means.

rst, the children in the study were assessed in the fall of 1975, the
spring o 76 and the spring of 1977on measures of cognitive andAmpcial
achievement. Second; ,the classroom environment and'instructional process were
measured with a specially-developed observer-interview rating scale. Finally,
cost information for the two years of, the study was gathered from special cost
forms.

;

The data analyses indicate:
1

1. The students followed during the two years.of the study generally
made significant progress in basic cognitive skills and social
maturity.. AP

2. The level of quality of special education in Pennsylvania generally
could be described as "good."

3. The per-chiltidst for special education, Which varied widely across

categories-exceptionality and, within categories, across inter-
mediate units, ranged from two to four times as much as comparable
per-child-costsfor regular education.

4. The meaning of the relationships among the cost, quality and 'student
achievement variables used in the study was somewhat inconclusive;
particularly in the context of statistical significance.

iv
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INTR4g!HCTION

4

A. ackground

The maje impetus for the study reportedchere was a general and widedpread
concern abou the lack of, detailed information on the effectiveness, quality,
and relative costs of special education programs in'Pennsylvania.,drhis concern
is illustrated by-at excerpt from an August 13,-19751-letter from-Stephen R.

y, Woj.dak, chairman of the PennsylvaniaHouse Appropriations Committeeto John C.
c. Pittenger, then etary of Education. While discussing the questions he

thought should be addressed by research, dealing special education programs,
Wojdak asked: .

Jr..

1.' What is the effectiveness of Pennsylvania's program for exce *anal
children in the'public schools? While the cost of Special Educat n hap
increased at a rate more rapid-than any-Wther program'in the state's
budget, there is virtually no information available about the effects
that have been achieved on the children or their famines.

In a letter of August 15, 1975; to Secretary Pittenger, Charles P. McIntosh,
budget secretary of Pennsylvania, also addressed the primary motivation for this
study. He wrote:

The study was u ertaken, in part, ink response to this Office's request
for information about the effectiveness of special education programs.
My concern with these programs was occasioned primarily because of the
large and increasing amounts of.funds being expended on'the programs and
the almost total lack of information about their effect on children.

Bz Objectives

Becaus4 of the various concerns about the need for ,detailed informatioli on
special education quality and effectiveness, thestudy was designed to gather.
information relating tothe following questions

A

(1) Are children in Pennsylvania's special education programs making
signifiCant progress in the areas of basic cognitive skills and
social competence?

.
e

(2) lhat is the level bf quality, on dimensions such as instructional,
setting and process4 of special education in Pennsylvania?.

L
.

. .
.

.

,
.

(3) What are the relative costs for ,the five major categories of,,gxcep-
tionality in special education programs in Pennsylvania?

..- A

or

(4) Are there significant relationships among the cost, quality and
effectiveness measures on Pennsylvania's special education classrooms?

I

2
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A. 'Sample

II.. PROCEDURES

. ,

'The original sample selected- in 1975

of 480 'classrooms with an estimated 7,000
tool, thesampli was stratified according

a

(1) Category of Exceptionality
0

(a)Ed4able Mentally Retarded
,

4
(b) Trainable2Mentally Retarded
(c) Physically Handicapped -

. (d) SOcially and Emotionally Disturbed
(e)Okain Injured (Learning Disabled)

..,

for inclusion in the study consisted
children. Randoily selected by class
to the following variables:

(2)'Indtructional Level

(a)' elementary

(b) ,secondary'

(3) Demographic Categories

(a) inner -cJy
(b) other metropolitan
(c) suburban
(d) rural '

''(4) Costs ,'

(a) high
(b) low

4

(5) Ratio of classrooms per.exceptionality totot*al number of
. ,

classrooms

,..- . . . .

Over
ti

the two years of the study, sample shrinkage inevitably occurred.
Because of such factors as lack of test/Eg due to teacher aftikesOconsolidation
or disbanding'of classes, Staduation, mainstreaming and thechigh mobility of
special education children;othe samplewasreduced to 30() classrooms and about
2,300 children. A more detailed description of the types of children in.the
sample is provided by the following descriptions,and by Table 1.

. . .

Educable' Mentally'Retarded (EMR2 - Included in this category are those retarded

children with an IQ range of 55 -80. Such children suffer frot etardedimental
development and exhibit,impaired adaptive behavior in learnin.; mat ation or

sodfal ldfustment.
.

.

.

'Trainable Mentally Retarded (TMR) - Included in this categot
withan IQ 'range of 25-55. Their impairments are the same as

but, only more severe.

447
'-
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"

A

Physically Handicapped (PH) - This category includes those children with drthopedic.
disabilitiee'andior other mild to profdund health impairments in such areas as,
speech, haring or vision. 'These Copditions are of such magnitude that they limitV"
the ,.educattonal performance and normal classroom accommodation of the child.

. .
.

Socially and Emotionally Disturbed (SED) - This category includes those children
whose,emotional and social behavior is so atypical as tb. require special placement.

-Tbeii deviate behavior May range from overt destruction to withdrawarfrom reality.
These emotioahl difficulties can result in educational deficiencies'.-

-

p

.

. .o

BrainInjured (BI) - The children in this'category are learning disabled because
of deficiencies in the acquisition of basic skills, such aaireadingc.writing,
sPellin&afid arithmetic. They may have neurological brain'damage, but their,'
le'arning problems are not primarily the result ofMental retardation, physical
handicaps or emotional factors.

TABLE 1

DESCRIPTION OP SAMPLE ///

Aveiage Number
Number of Average Years in Spec.al Average
Students - Age ' Educatiod .IQ

EMR
. .

i

"Elementary 573. 11.58 448 68.73
Secondary 593 16.50 6.75 . 69.29

4 All,

TMR
Elementary
Secondary'.

PHAL--

Elementary
5edondary

281 12.22 5.54
188 17.61 930

147

83

11.53

16.80
4.98
.8.35

43.51
40.29

79,32
75.25

SED ,

4

Elgmentary 121,. 11.31 2,.95 94.79
secondary 15.97 .3.83 90.39

. 4-
BI

Elementary
Secondary-

- 137 11.07 -Jr 2.90
107, 14.66 43.99

92.21

,e96.27

A
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B. Inattrumentation i.,

-' . .
.

...
-Basic Skills - The Wide Range Achievement,Test (WRAT) wasoused-to assess

, progresvin basic skills for all children in the. study except.for TMRs. 'This -4......2,"
.

instrument*, appropriate for use with children of extremely varying ability'leyels,-
Tproyides in a relatively short period of, testing time measures ofthree bas#1
cognitive skills: (1) reading, (2) spelling end (3) arithmetic.

For,the.TMR'children the WRAT was considered inappropriate. refore,
the TM4 Performance Profile (TMR PP)'Wes chosen for this category. This' ,

instrument uses a checklist format toiiellow someone familiar with the'individual
sehild,'usually the teacher, to identifyy performance level on. 240 items.which' r
assess six major arease,(1) social behavior, (2) self-card, (3) communication,

:

(4) basicknowledget'(5) practical, skills and (k)'body usage. For-this study,
the instrument was scored to give one.total indicator of performance.

.

. - /
o

' 4 ,--7
Social Competency -r The'instrument used to assess this characteristic gor

all children Was-the Vineland .SoCial Maturity Scale. Thismeasure like the
:111R ,PP uses a checklist, formats to allow someone familiar "with the child...to P :.

. l

report competence on 117 items covering six areas:' (1) ,pelf -help, (2) locomotion,
(3)occupation, (4) communication, (I? selfl-direction and (6) socialdzetion.
THe instrument cad be scored to produce a measupeo£ "social age."

Quality of Programs - This variable teas measured by.using the Indicators t

of Quality instrument developed especially for this study.; Combining'both- .,.. ^
observation and terview techniii9es, the measure contding 38 items scored to ' ., .

. . yield four subscale scores and total summery, score (see' Appendix A), The
four 4ubscales are: ,(1) InstEuctional Prodess,. (2) Instructional,Setting jd
Programs,. (3) AdministrativeSupport,"enl. (4). Integration w egith Regular
.0 asprOarq.

.
. . .

, ,

,

,q. 0,

In both years Stuo44 th%observers/interviewergb Used:the
ieators of Quality2measuAt. were. given common ,training td assure 'inter ,

.
judge reliability. These/training sessions included familiarization,with
the general measure, discussidn ofcriteria for assessing individual, items,

. 'suggested interview techniques eneral-rating procedures and practice in
actualipecia.l. educati .class not taking part in the study. 'No.
formal measure bf in -rater re bility-was gathered with the first year's

,

obsAvers. For thesLcond year, where four 41trtaning!' classrooms wereuse&,.
Kendall'is Wefficients of Concordance Pere iarculated for the subscale sores ,

andthwtotii.l'ecore-Thecoefficients respectively.
All were significant beyond the .01'1evel. ..-- '

/

.1

'Ste George R. Brehman, et al.,.Special Indicatori'of

Departmentof Education', yarrisburg(1976, for-a report of
_ ,_

oob

9
'1.2

4

Vii`

\
lity,Pennsylvania
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'
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C. Data Gathering Procedures '

1. Indiiidual Student Data

110

e.

-The pupils involved in the study, were tested three times during
the_two years.. The initial pretesting was done during the fall of

197, generally; the end of October. The second testing .!

. occurred bet4een mid-April and the eneof May'in'1976. The third

/' testing took plade during the same'time period in 1977.
.

Administration of the teswas conducted by IU or district
'staff, in most cases a staff psychologist. .Decisions about.'
specific' details of administration, were made by these local

periple familiar with their particular situations.

In most cases, the WRAT was administered by the:classroom
teacher, who also,servedas the primary informant on 'the

Vineland. In the case of the TMR Profile, teachers were-the
primary sources of information. With both the Vineland and

TMR Profile, however, input.from sources other than teachers
was gathered if necessary to assure valid judgments.,4 In mo-st--
cases parents provided this additional information. 1

2'. Quality Ratings .

,

Each,specialeducatiOn classroom in the study was obsered once

during the 1476'year and once during the 1977 school year. During

the first year of the stud))/cthe observations were performed 135,

eight graduate students -in special education: Working in teams
of two, they completed'a singlepooled rating for each classroom'

observed. All observations during the first year were completed

during March; April and May of 1976.

The second -year observatidWe were performed by eight staff

members from the Division of Research visiting classrooms alone

and completing ratings individually. The observations during

the second year were made between November of 1976 and May,of

1977.

3. Costs

Foft DEAS-22360T (Appendix B) was deireloiedto obtain budget
line-item costs for each type of exceptionality for elementary and '

secondary special education programs offered'by each M." The .

a average dailymembershipa (ADMO-, number led, hours of instruc-

tion and number of classes for each catego ere 'also obtained:

actualInstructions cited the
.

use of actual audited figures for ..

/ reporting' costs. The Basic Education Handbook'for Special Education,

' marked to indicate the appropriateprorating method, was mailed
with. the DEAS-22360T forms to each ILI special education director.

I
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ADM figures for full -time programs were obtained by dividing
the actual days' memberghip for all: pUpils by the total days
in the school year. From this datathe cost per ADM and the
average class cost were computed.

The actual class cost wag determined by substitutieig-the
actual teacher's galary.for the average teaching salary:

The foliowing'budget-line items were used todetermine the
six cost areas for all the IU specill education programs (EMR,
TMR, PH, SED and BI):

(1) Special Education Administration (salaries)

0211 - principal
0212 .4. director of special education
0212.1 - supervisors
0212:2 - instructional advisers
0219 - clerical

(2) Instructional Salaries (taacherd' and substitutes' salaries)

0213 - teachers
, 0213.1 - substitutes

0216 -other instructional staff

Othpr Instruction

50218 - instructional assistant
0250 - contracted services

(4) Instructional Support (salaries)

(5)

0313 - psychologist
, 0412 - psychiatrist
0413 nurses
0415 - clinical psychologist
0415.1 - psyphiatrist (social worker)
0419 -clerical
0432.1 = other expense.
0452 - contracted medical services

Instructional Materials

0221 - textbooks
0224 - audio visuals
0225 - other
0222-0229 - sup*Ies
0239.1 - other expenses

6 14
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(6) Other Costs

0151 - contracted auditing services
Q154 - contracted legal services
0159 - other contracted services
0231 - in-service training
0239 - staff-travel - teachers, supervisors
0432 - staff travel - psychologists, therapists, etc.

0612 - operation and. maintenance salaries
0621 - operation and maintenance supplies
0622 - fuel for building

0631 - utilities
0639 - other expenses
0643 - instructional equipment.

0644 - noninstructional'equipment 4
0831 - employe retirement.
0832 - Social Security 4

0833 Workmen's Compensation
/..*) 0834 - emplpye's insurance

0835 - fire insurance
0836 - other insurance
0838 - rent

I

0839 - other fixed charges
0962 - supplementary feeding

1244 - instructional equipment
1244 :..noninstructional'equipMent

C
Distr EMR''tlass costs were obtained fromthe.Comptroller's

* Office on orm 636 (see Appendix B). The budget-line items under
the six cost areas were:

(1) Special Education Administration (salaries)

4
0211 - principals
0212 - supervisors or coordinators
0219 - clerical salaries

(2) Instructional Salaries (teachers, other professional instructional
staff)

0213 - teachers
0216 - other instructional staff

(3) Other Instruction

0218 - salaries, instructional assistant
0250 - contracted services

(4) Instructional Support (salaries)

0313 - guidance And, psychological personnel
-0119 - clerical and other classified personnel

7



(5) Instructional Materials

0221,0224 . - textbooks, audio -visual aids
0225, 0222, 0229 -.supplies, multimedia units

(6) Other Costs

0121 - administrative supplies
0311 - directors', coordinators', supervisors' salaries
0621 -.0perktioa and maintenance supplies
0831 - employer share'of retirement
0832 - employer share of Social Security

Since school districts are not permitted to-include the same
budget -line items for special education under Other Costs that
IUs include, Other Costs were excluded from the statistical analysis,

for those various cost areas.

A
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D. Statistical Analysis

The primary focus of the study, as the questions on page 1 indicate, was
descriptive. Consequently, much of the analysis consisted simply of summary

st4isticS such as means, standard deviations, medians, range and gain
scores:

The only departure from the descriptive focus wasthe attempt to
: answer the question of whether significant relationships among the three

basic measures'(cost, quality and student achievement) could be established.
Here the statistical technique used was a variation of multiple regression
called "componality analysis." Essentially this techniq e, sometimes

ui
,refetred to as "partitioning.of variance," allowi a very ecific determina-
tion of the amount of variance in the criterion measure which is accounted

. , for by each individual variable, or set of variables, both uniquely and`

-. , in c mbination' with other variables. DeVito describes the technique as
.foil s:

The methods is based on the premise that the variance of the
criterion variable which is predicted from a set of correlated
variables may be partitioned intn_the independent (unique) and
combination.(joint) contributions of those variables to the pre-
diction

..
The unique contrition of variables can be.

'thought of as' the proportion of variance attributed to a
i

.

particular variableor set of variable's, above and beyond the
variance accounted for by the other independent variables or sets

. in the
E.

regression
-0

equation. Joint contributions of variables can
be thought of as the degree the are;lap gf correlated variables
or sets are predlctive of the criterion.

J v

4

2Pasquale J. Devito, Rhode Island 1 'and Department of Education, 'Commonality
Analysis: A, Practical Example," p. 18. A paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of The American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, April, 1976.
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'III, RESULTS

This chapter is arranged so that the.major;topics are in the'sume order
as the questions listed on page-1.,

A. Student Progress

1. EMR

Tables 2 and 3 summarize the progress made by the EMR
children over the two years of the study.,

All the gains presented in Tables 2 and 3 are'statisticaAy
significant beyond the .05 level. (The procedure used to assess
significance of gains was a correlated t-test. Be'cauae of the
large number performed, the t's are not presented in the tables.)

. ,Of more practical significance; however, is the consistency
'and stability of the progress shown by these children. The results,
While not totally uniform,' show that the children in this sample
are making progress in both social competency and in the three
basic cdgnitive areas assessed by the WRkTt, Further, the gains
are stable over the two years of the study.

.

H TABLE'2

EMR ELEMENTARY ACHIEVEMENT

Fall 1975 Spring 1976 Spring 1977

Naalable 'Mean S.D.a Nb . Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. NA

Social Age 8.5 .0.53 5E6 9.6 0.50 ,569 10.4 0.50 554

Reading 1.93, 0.99 560 2.31, 1.12 566 2.63 1.26 566

Spelling 1.92 "0 99 558 2.26 1.11 566 2.60 1.08 566

Arithmetic 2.07 1.01 558 2.50 1.10 567 , 2.84 1.12 566

Ilkariable
197 -76

Gain qi

,:

1976-77 1975-77
Gain N Gain N

Social Age 1.1c 512 0.8' 510 1.9 530
---.Reading

(

0.41d 516 0.36 507 0.74 525

SPelling 0.39 484 0.39 495 0.73 518

Arithmetic` 0.48 498 0.38 497 0.82 524

100

'aEquals standard deviation )

bEquals numbe;roCpupils .

c1.1 is a one year, one month average gain in social age in the 75-76 school year
d0..41 is a grade equivalent score average gain in the.,75-76 school year

t

10. 18
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TABLE 3

N'
ti

4111.. 0,

EMR SECAARY ACHIEVEMENT 7

.
-

Varialile

Fall 1975 Spring 1976

.

Spring 1977

Mean S.D. N . . Mean. S.D. N Mean N

Social Age
Reading
Spelling
Arithmetic

13.6 0.45

'3.75 1.70

3.70 1,31'
3.82 1.326

582 15.8 0.51
582 4.03 1.84

573 3.92 1.37

582 4.22 1.29

:589
571

5691

581

173, ie-
4.30

4.24,
4.45

0,50.

.92

.51

29

590'
579

576*
579'

....J

,/) 1975-76 1976-77 1975-77

Variable Gain- N Gain' N Gain N

Social Age 2.2 533 1.5 553 3.7 560

Reading . 0.31 480 0.33 476 0.60 507

Spelling 0.26 417 0.45 408 0.62 456p

. , Arithmetic 0.47 465 0:30 457 0:74 476

"--

_

, 2: TMR

Tables 4 and 5 summarize TMR student progress over the two

years of we study.

Again, all the gains presented,, and even the regression shown
in Table 5, are statistically significant beyond the .05 level.

Here, however, the pattern of stable progress is diSrupted somewhat
by secondary pupils' slight decline in Social Age during the second
,year of the study. Despite sPeculation about the reasons, far the

decline, it is difficult to explain satisfactorily.

TABLE 4

TMR ELEMENTARY ACHIEVEMENT

Variable

Fall 1975
Mean S.D. N

Spring 1976
-*Mean S.D. N

Spring 1977
Mean S.D. N

Sacial Age 4.8 0.83 277 5.8 0.74\ 281 6.4 0.75 272

T4R Profile 391.9. 172.81 277 466.4' 166.57 281 492.7 16,6.62 278

1975-76 1976-77 1975-77

Variable Gain, N Gain N ain N

Social Age 1.0 261
74.96 274TMR Profile

)

0.6 252
24.11 276

1.6 260
98.50 274



TABLES

1'MR SECONDARY-ACHIEVEMENT

C

. Fall 1975 Spring 1976 .

Variable .111gan
, ; ..,'

. Social Age _ ( 7.5
H. Profile ,., 495.7

' '' .-

:. ,A,

' .`4Variable

Spring '1977
: S.D. N . .

Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N
:

0.65 148
159.83 179

8'.4 . .0.68 153

565.9 155.38----111-8

i

.3

79.5
10.77

163,78
,

184

187

1975-76 1976-77 , 1975-77
.. Gain N Gain N \ Gain .N

So4cial Age 0.9 138 -- ' -0.1 137 . 0.8 139 .,
TMR Profile 72.09 172 12.55 186 88.29 177

3. PH

Tables 6 and'7 summarize the performance of pupils in,the
,

PH Category.
6

ior
As inviall gains are significant beyond the .05 leve l'.

Of pr ry_importance, though, is the Consistency And stability
shown by the results. As with the EMR sample, these children
show consistent progress in all the areas assessed.and across
both years of the study.

TABLE 6
-

PH ELEMENTART. ACHIEVEMENT

Fall 1975 Spring 1976 Spring 1977
Variable Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. .N .

Social Age 6.8
Reading ,2.50
Spelling 2.25
Arithmetic 2.30

/ .

.0.98 147 7.5 0.94 145 - 8.0 1.00. 139
1.97 143 2.90 2.13 136 3,56 2.50 141
1.75 132 2.68 1.86 135 3.85 3.16 140
1.54 137 2.67 1.43 138 3.22 1:80 142

1975 -76 1976-77 . 1975-77
Variable Gain N Gain, N Gain N

Social Age
Reading
Spelling
Arithmetic

0.7 135 0.5 132 1.2 ',134
0.59 114 0.59 123 1.15 '130
0.59 116 1.18 .121 1.65 126
0.57 119 0:59 .117 .02 126

Q

4.
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TABLE 7.

PH SECONDARY* ACHIEVEMENT
0

4

Variable

Social Age
Reading
Spelling

Arithmetic

Fall 1975
Mean -S.D. N

8.4 1.0 83

5.02 2.71 74

4.45 Z.13 75
-4.12 2.02', 74

, .,-,:

Spring 1W6
Mean S.D.

9.5 1..05 82

5.33 2.72'' 73
4.88 , 2.34 74

4.56 2.04 74

Spring;1977
Mean S.D. N

9.9 1.06 82
5.99 ...3.23 76
5.32 2.46 76

5;10 2.43 ,76

1975 -76 . ,,-197p-77

Variable Tiar71 Gain N

Social Age 1`.1 79 '0.4 72
Reading 036 67 . 0.60 66
Spelling . 0.54 60 0.48, .62
Arithmetic 0.60 .61 0.61' 56

1975-77
`Gain N

1.5 78

0.93 71

0.94 67

1.12 64

SED
.

---
. .

Tables 8 and-.9 show the progress by the SED sample..
.. .

1 '

All but two (Table 9}-of the gains shown here are statistically
significant beyond the .05 level. Agin, the tables show-that progress
is being made.in the areas assessed. w e

a; I TABLE 8

SED EUME144ARY ACHIEVEMENT.

Fall 1975

Variable MeaS S.D. N

Social Age 9.2 0.47 121

Reading 3.23 1.85' 121 -

Spelling 2.85 1.76 421
.0

Arithmetic 3.01 1.21 121v

Suing 1976 - 1977Spring -

Mean S.D. N fI Mean S.D. N

v- ,....,. /
10.0 '0.44 120 . 11.5 0.53 112
3.85 1.97 120 . 4.73 2.28 106
3.53. 1.92. .119 4:00r 1.95 106
3.73 1.24 118 ' 3084' 1.30' 106

1975-76
Variable Gain H

Social Age- 0.8 112
Reading 0.64 116 i

Spelling. 0.73 111:!.'

Arithmetic 0.77 14 4-

1976-77 1975-
'Gain N 4 Gain ,/ N

1.5 107 2.3 1115,

0.87 102 1.53 104'
0.47 98 ,1,16 102
0.21 94 0.97 102
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TABLE 9

SED SECONDARY ACHIEVEMENT

Fall 1975 Spring 1976 Spring 1977
-Variable 'Mean S.D. N --=Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N----"r
Social Age 144 0.35 78 ' _ 15.8 ' .0.38 78 16.8 0.31 72
Reading 6.14 3,15' 78 7.10 3.72 .776 7.13 , 3.55 77

"Spelling . 5.17 2.63 44 5.52,,2.67 77 5.92. 2.76 77
Arithmetic 5.00 1.66 78 5,78°- 1.21 77 ' 5.9 77,....

, .
,

.

)

Variable
19 1976°77. ' 1975-77

.

Gain -11

.

Gain, N(- 6
Social Age 1.7 67 1.0 .70 2.7 69
Reading .

Spelling
1.09-
0:41

67
63

0.06*
-0.47 69

1.10
0.83,

70.
69

Arithmetic 0,24* 60 1.16 6

*non-significant ga \s

5.

Tables 10 and .11 summarize thp performance of the children
the,BI category. : .

All but one of the gains shown,4re'significa0 beyond the*.,.05
'level. Agiin,:a Pattern of consistent and stabl ress is
indicated.'

TABLE 10

BI ELEMETY,ACHIEVEMENT

Fall 1975 Spring 1976 Spring 1977
Variable Mean ... S.D.' N Mean S.D. g Mean . S.D., N

.

Social.Age 9,7 0.47 137 10.9 k 0.48 127 11.8 0.38, 135
Reading 2.78 1.31 - 137 3.5 1.55- 134 3.95 1.50 137
Spelling'. 2.52. 1.-15 ' 137 3.17 1.28 134 364 1.29 137
Arithmetic 2.98 1.01 137 3.62 1.12' '133 S..97 1.14 137

,

Variable
1975-76 1976-77 . 1975-77

Gain N Gain N ' Gain N
.

. .

'Socvial Age -1.j2 121 0.9 119. 2.1 132
Reading 0(76' 128 0:48 '125 .- 1.19 135
Spelling 0.69 122 0.52 124 1.13 136
Arithmetic 0.68 123 0.44 113 .1.07 127

...--

,0 ..
0

a
16

1

e
.
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TABLE 11,

BISECONDARY ACHIEVEMENT
e

Fall 1975
Variable° Mean S.D. N

Social Age 14.4 0..26 107
Reading 4.15 1.70 107-

Spelling ' 3.56 4.12 107
Arithmetic 4.29 1:15' 107

a*

Spring_19760
Mean .S:D. N:

15.5 4.25 106
4.90 1.84 101
4.01 1.10 101

4.99 1.46 101,

1,975 -76

Variable Gain N
1976-77

Gain N

Spring 1977
Mean SeD. N

16.1 0.30 95
5.10. 1.95 89
4.13 1.32 89
5.41 1.62 89

1975-77'

Galn N
A

87S1,
87

78

. 84

4!

Social Age 1.1 91 0.6 89 1.7
Reading -7 0.73 95 0.43 78 1.01

.-Spelling . 0.48 84 0.19* 73 0.72
Arithmetic ' 0.75 91 --0.42 81 1.21

. Quality of Programs

`ambles 12 and 13 are summaries of the
of Quality Instrument during the twoyears of

The two tables show that the results
the ratings are consistently above average

4

results gathered with the Indicators
the study.1

are genetally quite positive. Ov5rall,
relation to the scoring scheme used

. where a "3" was. to be an "average" or."adequat " rating. In both years of the .study
the average item scores for the<iotal Scale and all subscales, except for the
Integrationyith Regular, Classroom subscale, were substantially higher than the
"average " aidpCint of 3. The overall results for the Integration' with Regular
Classroom subscale were affected by the relatively lower scores of the children
in the. TMR and PH, categories. Pupils in fRese two categoties characteristically
have- een more segregated than other special education children.,

N.

a

4kb
41-Appendix A presents the Indicators of Quality Instrument as well as results for

the individual items.

te. 4
F



TABLE 12

SUMMARY OF,SUBSCALE AND TOTAL SCORES FOR INDTtATORS OF QUALITY - 1976\

Instructional Procas (11 Items)

entary Secondary

vsA rage
*

Aver
tem Item

&'
Category N Mean .D.*' Score N Mean S.W. Score

EMR 76 'Th9.34 8.00 3.58 76 36.62 9.40 3.33

,TMR 43 3946 6.36' 3:62 31 42,81 8.D4 3.89

PH 30 42.35\. 7.54 3.85 17 45.12. 6.68 4.10

SED 42 40.31 7.79 .66 36 41.19 8.33 3474

BI 25 44.76 - 7.31 4.07) 13 44:69 6.12 4.06

-Total 2r6 401192 4.64 3.70. 173 40.15 9.02 3.65

Total

a
1

Average
Item

N Mean S.D. Score

152' 37.98 8.81 3.45

'74 41.10 a 7.21 3.74

47 42.45 9.59 3.86 .

Z8 40.72 8.00 3.70
38 44.74 6.84 4.07

389 40.47 8.28

Instructional Setting and Frograms (13 Items)

oEMR 76 .50.90 7.19 3..92 76 42.55 8.01 3.27 - 152 46.72 .8.66 3.59

TMR 43 46.91 -.6.29 3.61 31 47.84 10.52 3.68- 74 47.30 8.27 3.64

PH 30 49.55 7.05 3.8 17 47.I4 8.39 3.69 4,7 47.92 10.31 3

SED '42 47.00..8:06 3.62 36 44.00. 11'1'50 3.38 78 45.62 9.84 3%51,

BI 25 41.84 10.72 3.22 13 45.62 8.14 3:51 ( 38 43.13 9.96 3.32

Total ,216 48.18 8.13 3.55 173 44.53 9.48 3,43 389 46.56 8.93 3.58
A

Admin4:4ative Support (9 It4-mt)
-f,.

EMR 76 34.03 6.17-

TMR, 43, 35.48 5.53

PH 30 -36.45. 5.24

SED 42 34.55 5.65

,,BI 25 '36.28 6.19

Total 216. 35.08 , 5.87

EMR 76 -17.47 4.78

TMR 45 9.37 4.72

PH 30 11.06- 6.46

SED 42 17.19 4.97

BI 25 17.36 8.17

3.78 76 32.95 6.23 3.66 152

3.94 31 38.10 7.01 .4.23 74

4i05 17 37.04 6.27 - 4.12 47

3.84 36 36.28 4.11 4.03 78

4.03 13 34.23 p3.88 3.80 38

.3.68 173 35.09 6.16 3.68 389.

Integration with Regular Classroom (5 Items)

Total 216 '1482 6.55 ,

r /

EMR 76.141.74 21.34

TMR 43 131.63 12.70

I PH' 30 139435 17.48

SED 42: 139.05 17.51

BI 25 140.24'-24.41

Total 216 138.80 19.20

. '

*S.D. = Standard Deviation

3.49

1.87

20
3.43

3:47

76

31

1
.

13

17.49 6.15 ,....3":49

10.39 5.00 2.07

9.82. 4.42 1.96

13.08 6.23 2.61.

19.39 5.32 3.87

152
74

-47

; 78

38

2.96 173 14.63 6.65 2,.93 389

Total Score (38 Items)
.-1".....41.0

5.73 76 129.61 17.95 3.41, 152

3.46 31 139.13 24.19 3.66 74

3.66 17 139.94 17:63 , . 3,68 47

3.65 36 134.156 18.37 3.54 78

3.69 1,5- 143.92 '14.78' 3.78' 38

,
. .

3.65 4' 173 134.,40 19.43 3.54 389

A

33.49 -6.2W-7-4772--
36.58 6.28 4.06
35.89 7.69 3.99' -A
35.35 5.04 3.93
,35.58 5.54 3.95

,35.08 . 5.99 3%680
.

17.48

9.80.
1034
15.30
18.05

14.74

135.67
134.77
136.60
136.97
141.50

136.84

24
16

5.49 3.49
4.83') 1.96
5.91 2.06
5.92 3.06
7.317 3.61

6.58 2.95

20.57 3.57

18.63 3.54

26.62 3.59
17.94 3.60
21.46 3.72

19.40 3.60
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TABLE 13

SUMMARY OF SUBSCALE AND TOTAL SCORES FOR INDICATORS OF QUALITY - 1977

Elementary

Category N Mean
r

A

EMR 64 41..94

,TMR' 41 - 43.29

PH 25 46.84
SED ,22 48.09
BI 13 46.62

To'tal 165 44.21

Average
Item

S.D. Score

6.58 3.81:
7.59' 3.93
5.12 4.25

'5.40 4.37
6.04 4:23

'6.83 4.01

EMR 64 48.67 6.63
TMR 41 50.39 7.83
PH ' 25 55.84 8.08
SED/ 22 53,23,..e5.56

'BI 13 51.46 6.21

\--Total 1651 a5i.,01- 7.39

EMR 64

TMR 41,

PH 25
SED 22

BI 13

>Total 165e

EMR
TMR
PHla
SEE
BI

64)
41

25

22

13

Total 165

EMR
TMR

.64
41
25

SE 22

BI 13

Total 165

Instfuctional Process (11 Items) .

Secondary 441Total

Average 4

Item -

N Mean lilt, .§.12.SML N Mein

71 39.87 " 7.42 -3.62
28 43.86 8.15 3.98
3 43.85 6.9.7., 3.98
1 41.73 8.08 3.79

50.58 3.40 4.59,

42.19 7.89 3.83

Instructional Sett

3.74 71
3.87 28
4.29 13
4.09 11

3.95422

and Pro grains

44.20,- 7.28 3.40 135 46.32° 7.31 3.56
51.50 7.10, 3.96 69 50.84 7.50-. 3.91
47469 8.15 -3.66 3d 8.9Q 4.08
46.36 6.95 3.56 ...de' r' 50.94 -6-.80 3.91
54.33 8.41 4.17 4d" 5. '52.84 ' '4:34 4.06

'3.92 135 47.13 8.15'1362. 300 49.26 7.97 .3.746'

135', 40.85
69' 43.52
38 '45.82

33 45.97
48:52

300 43.30

.

Average
-

S.D(

Item
SCore

7v08 3.71
7.77 3.95
5.90 4.16
6.98 4.17
5.25 4.41

7439 3.93

13 Item
ty

36.50 3,94 .4.05
37.05 4.07 4.11
39.52 3.53 .4.39
38.68 3.63 4.29
.38.69 4.05 4.29

37.56k .3.98 4.17

19.20
10.8 5.63 2,17

.76. 7.08 2.55
21.46 4.64 4.19
22.31 5.47 414.46

'16.70 6.84 3.34

O

Administrative Suppait 0 Items)

71' 35.28, 1.60 3.92 135
2'8 36.32 4.21 4.03 69

13 4.37.F.5 3.46 4.20 38
.11 80.8 4.75 4.24
12 '41t00 2.80 4.55 "' 25

2

35.86 4,.90 3.98
36.75 4.11 ; 4408

38.95 3.55 4:32
38.52 '3.'79 4:28
39.80 ' 3.63 4.42

135 36.49 5.13 4.05 300. 37.08 4t56

Integration with Regular Classroom'(5 Items`)

4.52 3.84 1 71 18.40 6.60 3.72 135 18.90 5.69' t3.78

146.31 15:16 3.85
141_159 19.35 3.72
154.96 16.86 4.07
161.46 15.22. 4.24
159.08 18.90 4.18

149.47 18.10 3.93

28 A.79 , 4 1.75 , 69 - 10.01 5.39 .2.00 ,

38 11.71 6.78 2.34.

33 '20.09 6.03 ,4.01
22.80 4.05 4.56

16.40' 7.21 3.28'

13 9.69 5. 1.93
11 ' 17.36 7.69 3.47,

12 23.33 1.61 4.66

135 /16 4 7.66 '3.20

Total Score (38 Items)

71 137.99 19.25 3.63 41kt1 141.93
28 140.46 18.77 3.69 69 141.13'
13 139..08 16.69 3.66 38 149.53
11 143.64 23.11 3.78 33 155.52
12 169.25 13.44 4.45 25 163.96

Ar
135 141.84 20.51 3.73 300 140.04

I -

17.86 3.73
18.98 3,4
18.25 3:93'

19.79 4.09
16.98 4.31

19.56 3.8'4



C. Costs

J
ar.

O

It,/.
Table 14 below and the pie- charts on e13e fall wing four page- show how

- .o

. the total mo' neY spent bythe interiiiediate u Jig fo& the five categories' in k 1.-
the study was allocated among six major cost areas., Also, the mean, median iana s'
range of total class costs' are listed.2 ,.

. . % .. . ( ts
r )

'The table 'and_charts reveal several basic patterns'. First,-,there does, ,i ,.not eptear to be any d'ubatantial difference between thee elemrn.tary inda,secondary
leVels in terms' of how the ittoney- 818 allocated among th'e six., cost areas. The
portl.ori of the, total class cost. sPEnt for the six cost areas, s wn in the pie

. charts is abcilst the same in elementary and secondary, ,

' / iI . . \
A second pattern shown by the pie chatts is the SimilarAty, in terms of

tallocation 4. portions ef money t6, the six cost areas, among the categories of.
exceptionality I! the study. Only the EMR category-differs, mainly because it- is

one of the five which does not receive reimbursement for teachers' aides.
re, the percentage of the total money spent ford Other Instruction is smaller

is 'category than liiathe other four.,

'Another paiteyn illustrated_13y the pie charts is the wide4ana;.of average.
MCS costs wit in .each category of exceptionality. In almost illfEhe distributipns,

the highsst average class cost is more thari-twl,ce inuch:aa the lowest in the .

distribution. The most extreme 'example of thi is the PIT elementary, :where the
lowest average cleat" cost is kt,996 and the hilliest is $60,343.

'the on
Th4Nre
for\ t

'.r

go,

ti

PERCENTAE ALIOCATI

Ineer-fs Othe4
Sal. 4 Instr.

TABLE 14

CSISS\AY'CASEaORIES OF EXCEPTIONALITY
en ary and F7condary)

dinstr. Instr. Sp. Ed
'Mgt. Su rtb**. Admin.

°titer,
Co -ts

..Avg.
4CtIASS
Cost

8:6
(S) 54.7 2.4w 6.1, 4.9 41 8.4

TMIt E) 20.9 ' 4.8 4.1

( (S) 41.2 '' 18.0 5.2 4.3

PH 6.(E) , 39.1 16. .4.9 7.3
.. ($) 40.9 , 17.8 4.3 6.7

SED ZE) 41.9 17.2' 4.7 6.5 n .0
(S),,; 44.1 °14,2 . 5.1 4.6 .2

RI (E) 5.4 15.2.. "N. 5.3 4.7 7.5
(S) 44..6 '11:7' 6.5 4:6 7.2

7.5

4 7.5
7.0

25.7 /23,355
25080

420.0
23.8- "'32,61

24.3
23:3

22.7 28,286
24.8 .29'501°,

21.9 2972
21.4 25,869

:
36,382 11,
42,770

:
LThe complete distributions of ADM' costs and-averags`class costs for the

two years -of the study afe presented in AppOfidix C.

f

A

- .
26

18

a.



Ill SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS 1975.76

EMR ELEMENTARY

MEDIAN $23,355
RANGE $17,689 - $34,799
AVERAGE $22,730

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

49.8%

OTHER` INSTRUCTION
SPECIAL EDUCATION 4.9%

ADMINISTRATION
8.6%

OTHER COSTS
25.7%

Q

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION

7.3%

TMR ELEMENTARy

INSTRUCTIONAL
- SALA ES

40.794

NOS OTHER COSTS
0.1%

I,

Sao

3-9 2 7

MEDIAN $34,614
RANGE ,S21,140 $45230
AVERAGE $30,099 .

oa
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IU SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS 1975-76

EMIT SECONDARY

MEDIAN $21,402
RANGE $16,931 - S33,151-
AVERAGE $22.71iI8

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION

8.4%

4

TMR SECONDARY

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

41.2%

4

MEDIAN $29,265 -
RANGE $20,283 - $48,624
AVERAGE $30,332

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION

7.5%

OTHER INSTRUCTION
18.0%

OTHER COSTS
23.8%

20
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ItJ SPECIAL iDUCATION , AVERAGE CLASS COSTS 1975-76
or)

PHY. H. ELEMENTARY

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

39.1%

MEDIAN $36,31)2
RANGE $17,996 $60,343
AVERAGE $32,000

OTHER INSTRUCTION
16.9%

SED ELEMENTARY
OTHER COSTS

24.3%

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

41.9%

- MEDIAN $28,296
RANGE $20,937 $39,99
AVERAGE $27,949

BRAIN INJURED ELEMENTARY

OTHER INSTRUCTION
17.2% 1

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION.,

7%

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

45.4%

OTHER COSTS
22.7%

+MP

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION

OTHER INSTRUCTION
15.2%

21

2E

MEDIAN $25,399
RANGE 417,76; $32,285
AVERAGE $25,519



IU SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS 1975-78

PHY. H. SECONDARY

MEDIAN $33,039
RANGE $25,284 $57,535
AVERAGE $33,953

SPECIAL' EDUCATION'
ADMINISTRATION

7.0%

OTHER INSTRUCTION
17.8%

OTHER COSTS
23.3%

4

SED SECONDARY

s

4

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

gar
44.1%

MEDIAN $27,078
RANGE $14,315 . $40,253
tAVERAGE $28,581

e. I. SECONDARY

SPECIAL EDUCATION
ADMINISTRATION

7.2%

OTHER
INSTRUCTION

14.2%

INSTRUCTIONAL
SALARIES

OTHER COSTS
24.8%

OTHER -INSTRUCTION
15.7%

...OTHER COSTS
21.4%

4

22

MEDIAN $23,821
RANGE $14,852 - $35,017
AVERAGE $24,508

<
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A gross, overall comparison of the per-pupil costs of special education
and regular education is shown by data in Table 15. By deducting the cost
of transportation, capital outlay and debt service from the overall cost'of
regular education, it is possible to compute ADM cost estimates for regular
education that are essentially equivalent, in terms of costs involved and

-method of calculation, to those prepared for special education. 'These
ADM costs then were used is calculate the indices in Table 15 which express
the ratio of regular education cost per ADM to special education 'cost
per ADM.

In 1974-75, the statewide regular, education AiM costs3 usedo calculate
the indices were $951 for elementary, $1,273 for secondary and,$1,191 for a
combined elementary-secondary total. In 1975-76 these overall ADM costs4 were
$1,057 for elementary, $1,389 for secondary and $1,314 for the combined total.

TABLE 15

.

SPECIAL EDUCATION COST INDICES

EMR TMR , PH
1974-755 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76

Elementary 2.38 2.10 3.43 3.39 3.64 4.17
Secondary 1.66 1.64' 2.00 2.21 3.25 3.18 L-

Total 1.83 1.71 2.50 2.56 3.08 3.36

SED
.--

BI

1974-75 1975-7E , 1974-75 19751-76
. .

Elementary 4.45 4.76 3.53 3.62

Secondary 2.87 3.31 1.82 2.58

*
Total 3.41 3.71 '2.67 2.88

As Table 15 shows, the EMR category is the only ore of the five examined

with a total index under 2.00. Indeed, eacrspecial education pupil in the-
other four categories costs on the average at leaqt 2 1/2 timdb as much to
educate as,a regular education pupil. The two'most costly categories Were
PH and SED, where more than three times as much per child'wasspent.

In every case, elementary costs are higher than equivalent secondary
costs. n most (10 of i5) of the comparisons froin the first to the second
year of the study, the indei was higher during the second year. Ix those
fiVe cases where the first year ,index is higher than the second }sear index,
three are in the EMR category.

- ,

3Source: Bureau of Information Systems, Division of Educational Statists is,
' Calculator, Vol. 17, No. 8'.

4Source: Ibid. Calculator, Vol..18, lo. 8.

5Soufce: Bureau of Information, Systems, Division of Research, DEAS 1340;
DEAS 2236-0I (10-76).
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D. Relationship of Cost and Quality of Instruction to Student Gains

4
Most of the sdtial and adhievement gain of special education students are

statistically significant. It now beco equally Important to determine the
reasons for these signifidant gains. Three factors of particular. importance to
educators are (1) the cost of special education instruction, (2) the quality of
special education instruction, and (3) the initial abilities of special education
students upon entering a special education program. Because all three factors
influence special education programs simultaneously, it is important to study
them in combination as well as individually.. The basic research question is:
Mutt amount of the significant social and achievement gains is explained, or
'can be predicted, by the cost of the program, by the quality of the instructioE4N
and by the initial ability of, the student entering the special education program?

'A method which explains student gains in terms of each factor and e
combinations of these factors is commonality analysis.1 Specifically, commonality
analysis was used to determine What per cent of the observed student gains is
uniquely attributed to cost of instruction, to quality of instruction and to'
student pretest and what per cent of the observed gains is explained by these
three factors working together. Two year achievement gains measured by the
reading, mathematics and spelling subtexts of the Wide Range Achievement Tests
were examined for the EMR, PH, SED and BI groups. Performance gains for the TMR
group were measured by the TMR Performance Profile. Social gains, measured by
the Vineland Social Maturity Scale, were examined for all five exceptionality
groups.

The 'commonality analysis revealed that gain scores of the five exceptionality
,

groups were affected differently by instructional coat, quality of instruction
A and student pretest scores.6 Table 16 shows the percentages of social and achieve-

ment gain scores explained by the combined factors.

The combined effects of instructional
pretestscore explained 21 per cent of tie
gains,

/
21 per cent of the arithmetic ga

for .the EMR group. The combined factors
arithmetic gains and spe/ling gains.

TMR social and performance gains were ignifican ly related to the combination
ok\the three factors being studied. Some 49 per cent of the TMR social gainp and

..32 per cent of the TMR performance gains were explained by the combined effects of
cost and quality of instruction and pretest.

cost, instructional quality and student
social gains, six per cent of the reading
and 26 per cent Of the spelling gains

gnificaptly affected EMR social gains,

Substantial, though not statistically significant, percentaged of the PH
arithmetic and spelling gains were related to this factor combination. For the
4SrED group, reading gains related most to cost and duality of instruction and

,
prior background as measured br the pretest score. .

.

A particularly high percentage of BI'social gains and arithmetic gains were
ancotnted.for by cost of instruction, quality of instruction and pretest score.
Arithmetic gains were significantly related to these combined factors.

()For a more extensive and detailed discussion of each separate analysis,
see Appendix E.
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TABLE 16

*

1

. ,

tERCENTAGES OAF GAIN sal, EXPLAINED BY. COMBINED FACTORS-

TESTS
r .

1 Vineland TMR
Social WRAT WRAT ,WRAT Performance

Maturity Reading ' Arithmetic Spelling Profile

ENR (N = 132) 21* 6 21* 26*

mR (N = 54) 49* , 32*

PH (N = 32) 15 11 ... 26. 34

/
SED (N = 28) 14,' 27 3 15

BI (N = 20) ..1 49. 26 70* 30
AIt

*Significant at the a = .01 level 1

..11

The unique contributions of cost of instruction, quality of instruction and
student pretest score to the social and achievement gains of exceptional students
also are provided by commonality analysis. For the EMRs,.social gains were
significantly dependent (p <.05)7 upon cost ofinstructiont quality'of instruction
'and pretest score. About eight per cent of the EMR social,gains were attributable
to pretest scOrea, with an additional nine per cent attributable to quality of
instruction and three per cent to cost of instruction. Achievement gains in
arithmetic and spelling for the EMR group were Most dependent, and significantly so,
upon pretest scores. About 18 per cent of the arithmetic gainsand almost:17 per
cent ofothe spelling gains of the EMR grOup were explained by their pretest scores.
Spelling gains also were significantly dependent upon quality of instruction.

The most influential factor in the TMR's social 'and performance gains was
the student pretest score. In other words, the performance level of the TMR
student upon entering a special education program had a greater influence on social
and performance gdins than did cost of quality of,Xnetruction. However, quality of
instruction was a significant determinant of social and perforMance gains; 13 per cent
of social ghins and 14 per cent of performance gains were explained uniquely by
quality of instruction. 'Cost of instrudiion explained only four per cent of social,
gains for the TM 'group, but this relationship also was statistically significant.
In general, cost of instruction,quality of instruction and student pretest score
were highly related and predictive' of TMR student progress.

4
41

Quality of instruction was the best predictor of social and achievement gains
for-the PH,classrooms. Some 12 per cent of the PH social gains, five per cent of the
rehding gains, 24 per cent of the arithmetic gains and a significant 32 per cent
of-the 'spelling gains were explained uniquely by the quality of instruction.
Pretest Scores and classroom costs had little direct, explainable effect on achieve-.
ment and social gains in the PH classrooms.

Tp <.05 means these findings would At be due to chance-more than five times
out of 100. This level of significance holds for all following statements reporting
statistical significance.

. 3
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1

The SED classrooms exhibited characteristics very different from other
exceptionality groups.ssince no stg4ficant relationships were found between gains

. and inputs such as cost and qua3Lty of instruction. Quality and cost of instrud-
tion did have a limited effect dn reading gains in the SED classroom; abdut 14
per gent of the reading gains were explained by quality of instruction. and
seven per cent weresxplained by cost of instruction.

'Quality of instruction was the single largest influence on social and achievement
gains in the BI classrooms. Some 33 per cent of social gains, 20 per cent of reading
gains, 22 per cent of arithmetic gains and 28 per cent of spelling sins in the BI
classrooms were uniquely explained by quality of instruction. Pret st scores.were
highly related to social gains (16 per cent) and arithdetic gains ( 8 per cent,
which,was statistically significant). Cost Of instruction was significantly
related toistrithmetic gains (explaining 13 per cent of the observed gains). Cost
of instruction also explained about 12 per cent of the reading gains and seven d
per cent of the social gains in the BI classroom. Overall, quality andcoat of
instruction showed a moderate influence on BI classroom gains.

In conclusion, the commonality analysis hasshown that gains for each of the
exceptionality groups were influenced differently by the/factors examined.' The
EMR, TMR and BI exceptionality group gains were more influenced by btudent pretest
scores, quality of instruction and cost of instruction than were the PH and SED
groups. Table 17 shows which factors were most influential upon the.gains observed

,,./ for each exceptionality group.

v.
,/e, TALE 17

RANK ORDER OF FACTOR CONTRIBUTIONS
TO GAIN SCORE' VARIANCES

I ,

Exceptionality Vineland Ieading Spe ing Arithmetic TMR Profile
, ..

EMR 2,1,3 2,3,1 l2,3 1,2,3

TMR 1,2,3 1,2,3

PH 2,3,1 2,3,1 i '2,1,3 2,3,1

, L
SED 1,2,3 2,3,1 2,1,3 2,1,3

or t,

BI ' 2,1,3 2,3,1 2,311 2,1,3 .

/
/
1 In Pretest 2 =-Quality Indicators

. 3 = Cost
1 .

Asshown in Table 17A;It was never the best predictor" of gain score variance.
The most consistent pattern of factor influence resulted for the MRAT reading gains.
In 13 of the above 18 combinations, quality of instruction had the greatest influence,

A

,

(of the three factors examined) on gain score variance. In the '1. ining cases, .
student pretest scores had the greatest influence -stn gain score va iance.CeoisSt of
instruction had little direct influenceon social and achie4ement g

. ..,.

,
'
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N V. CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY

The results presented insChaPter III-suggest several baSic conclusions;

which will be addressed according to. he questions asked in the study.

Question 1: Are children in Pennsyl nia's special education programs making,
significant progress in the areas of-basic cognitive skills and

social competence? 'w

-

Thi data gathered in the two-year-study indicate that the children
in the sample did make significant progress in the areas assessed. Although

there were some discrepancies,consiste4 patterns oiTstudent progress were

observed during both years of the study.
"c"

Question 2: What is the level of quality, on dimendionsSucti as instructional

'setting and process; of special education in Pennsylvania? ;

The results of two years ofobservations in several huhdreddpecial education

classfooms in Pennsylvania indicate that the level of quality of these classrooms

can be generally characteriged as "good," particularly on the dimenbions of instruc-

tional.process, instructional'setting.and administrative support.

Question 3: What are the relative costs for the fivemajor categories of

. exceptionality in special education programs in Pennsylvania?,
;

. . 0 0
-The ADM costs for the students.in the five categories of exceptiohality

involved in this stud;' ranged from about two to three and one-half times as Much -

as the ADM costa for equivalent regular education students. Within each category

Of exceptionality there was often a'fairly wide range of ADM costs'across the

rus. ..

e>
..

V Question 4: Are there significant relationships among the cost, quality and

effectiveness measures on Pennsylvania's special education

classrooms?
. ,r

.
.- -

Statistical significance, in terms Of explaining student achievementwith

the cost and quality variables, was obtained in six of 18 separate commonality

analyses. Perhaps of more practical significince is that in 13 of the\18
, .

aneiyses the Indicators of Quality Assure was the primary contributor In

accounting for unique variance. In none was cost the primary contributor.
Probablr-the most useful conclusion to be drawn hers'id that the complexity of

the relationships being studiedCalls for variables more predise than those

available in this study. -

S . '
o

,

.

% . .

V The results of,the commonality analyses also indicate significant, unique

contributions by pretest scores to gain scores three out of four times fOr

Das, two of two times for TMRs and one of fo or BIs. Significant, unique-
contributiohs by quality of instruction t, :in scores occurred two of four

times for E s, two of two times for o': and one of four .t s for PHs.
'

Cost of ins ructionuction made a signific t unique contributiOn o gain scores .

one of'four times fof EMRs and BIs andiOne of, two times fo TMRs. Overall,

significant, unique contributio = o gain scores were made by pretests six

of 18 times, by quality of inst ction five of 18 times and by coat of

instruction three.of 18 t II ' s.

35N
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APPENDIX A

eau
i:D4ision of Research

Bur!)of Information' Syst
4M

lennsyl is Department of Edu ation
Box 911

H4risburg, Pennsylvania 17 26

A. Instructional Process and Related Components

. INDICATORS OP QUALITY

Definition: These involve /eke skillful use and thoughtful preparation of teaching techniques that t vation and participation, that
gain the attention of the students, that meet the needs of the in ividuel student. This incl e sys ti use of individualized instructional
'techniques. There are comprehensive and specific instructio objectives suited to eac vel of mate 1

1. The teacher has-comprehensive aad specific ,objectiv for all pupils.

I

1 (7 - 0)1 '

Some evidence of good
objectives

2. The'teacher

2 ' (18 - 9)

skillfully gains and maintains

1 (1 - 0)

Nest students
inattentive

2

3. The teacher encourages each student to

1 (2 70)
Achieved partici-4
potion by few

3 (27 - 34
Objectives quite,Aom-
prehensive and s0ecific'

the attention of student".

(6 - 3) 3 .(22 19)

Attention obtained
from man, students

partitate in learninfiactivities.

2 (12 - 1)

4. The work assigned is based upon needs, interests

1 (2 - 0)

Little eviden9e of
adapting work to
students

5: The teacher adjusts the techniques

1 (2 -

, Little adlpstment,
if any ..E

6. The teacherchecks individual

1 (2 - 0)

Little. checking

of student progress

2 (5 -5)

3 (23 - 16)
Achi ed soms_partici-
pati n by ml

and ability of each child.'

3 (45 - 23)
Wo k is adapted to

st ents' needs,
1 erests and
a lilies

used to the of 4ach student.

2 (6 - 5) I 3 (32 -
one adjustment
rf techniques

student progress frequentiiy.

2 (5 -z5)

7. The teacher encourages and effectively

/' (2- 5)
Little encouragement
Opoor handling of
questiOns

8. The teacher uses training aide

kl (4 - 1)

Training aids not
very effettively
used

2k

3 (26 - 21)
Checked student'pro-
gress once or twice
of at least half the
class

handles student questions.

2 (7 - 11)

effectively.

2 .,(7 - 8)

3 (36 - 31)
MOderite encouragement
of and effectiv4han-
dling of queationa

3 (37 - 31)
Training aids used
reasonably well

9. Programs, for all special education students provided for individual differences.

V - 3)1 (2 - 0)

Mapes provision for
less-than half of
the pupils

10. The teacher used indiviAal dlagnosis and

1%.

1 (5 - 0)

Work adapted to few
students ability and
-experience

-'"" 3 (31 - 18)
Makes provision for
at least half of the
pupils

prescription techniques.

2 '(11 - 5) 3 (30 - 30)
ark adapted to many

Ltu.,

dents ability and
xperience A.

4 (22 - 32)

4 (35 - 4)

4 (32 -6 44)

4 (27 - 37)

4 (35 - 34)

4 (45 - 38)

5 (27 - 25)
o an outstanding,
gree

5 (35 - 36)
A tention obtained
-f om all students

A

P

Wo
eat

and

S (32 - 38)
hieved maximum
rticipation

5 (21 - 36)
is adapted to
student's interest

abilities

"Techn quesarlj:s::d
for each student

I
41.1

5 (24 - 35)
Frequently checked
progreas of each

.atudent

4 (32 34) 51 (23 - 19)
Skillfully encourages
and ve effectively

1

handl 8 questions

4 (30 35) /5 (24 -.26)

fTra ning.aids most
of ctively used to
e edits learning

4 (33 42), S (27,-, 37)

Teacher kriows and
suggests next step
for each student as
he or she needs it

(36 - 36, ,-
a, 1e

5 (19 - 35)
Work well adapted to
each student's ability
and experience

I

A The two numbers in parentheses aftet each response choice represent the per cent of classes assigned that rating for the two years of the study.

For example, seven percent.of the classes terved were given a rating of "1" on this item during the -first year of the study, zero.percentwers given

a rating of "1" when observed the second yea .

;Copyright 1976 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Education 3
. 29



11. The time scheduling of spicial education students reflects an awareness of individual capabilities and tolerances.

B. Ins

1 (3 - 0)

Some evidence

nal Settin

2 (15 - 3) 3 (34 - 26)
Done reasonably well

-..

(,

4 (30 - 43) 5 (18 - 27)

Optimum time scheduling
reflecting sensitivity to
individual capabilities and
tolerances

The.classroom is physically flexible, permitting diversity of activities related di?ectly to the instructional plans of the teacher,
,e., on that dots not place contra is upon tge implementation of any instructional strategy. "s are appegOriate to the characteris-

tics of the children to be.served and d igned to facilitate the instructional process. The clai'dio Is within a regular school setting or
withtg ready access to a regular school s ting. Adequate and appropriate space and facilities are pr ided for itinerant services.

12. The special education classroom is flexible enough to allow a diversity of activities.

1 (4- 2)
Rigid, structured
seating, nd carrels,
no possibility of
setting up special
areas

2

13. Space in the classroom is adequate for

1 (9 - 5)

Constrained *pea

(18 - 17) 3 (29 - 22) 4 (24 - 31)
Some evidence of
possibility of .

alternati'e J
settings

the children enrolled.

2 (11 - 11)

14. Furniture in the classroom is adequates

1 (4 - 2)

Ill-fitted, difficult
to use, insufficient

2

15. Equipment in the classroom is adequate

1 (2 - 1)

Inappropriate or
insufficient

3 (39 - 24)
Adequate space

for the children enrolled..

(1
(25 - 16) 3 (37 - 31)

Suitable, easy to
use

#

for the children enrolled.

2 (16 - 11) 3 (33 - 31)
Adequate

16. The 'special education'room includes alternative learning centers.

1 (7 - 8) 2 (28 - 22) 3 (38 - 25)
Not evident Evident to a

satisfactory
degree

17. Adequate classroom and appropriate facilities are provided for itinerant

I. (12 - 2) 2 (17 -\ 12) A 3 65 - 39)
Space not appropriate Space is appropriate

C. Program and Services

5 (25 - 27)
Considerable flexibility
is evident'

4 (21 - 28) 5 (18 - 33)
Optimum space

4 (19 r 22) . 5 (19 - 29)
Very suitable,
easy to use

4 (27 - 28)

4 (18 - 22)

(10 - 26)

services.

5 (22 - 29)

Appropriate and
sufficient

5 (19 - 23)
.Very effectively
included

5 (16 - 21)

Space designed and
built for these purposes

Definition. Special services are availabl2 to the student or his parents;-including the services of a certified-xchool psychologist, a physical
therapist, a vocational guidance counselor, a speech and hearing clinician, etc. These services are_Provided at every level of education. The
programs and services provided are capable of meeting,the needs of the total range of exceptional children, includingethe multiply handicapped
and inclut a parent education program. -

1 4 /
' 18. There is a continuum t programs and services through all school ages.

ri

(1 - 1) , 43 (18 -,. 7)

..

4_, 5 (61 - 73)- t9)

Available for all

1 .(3 - 0) 2

None available

19. The program has provisions for tal range and incidence of exceptionality including multiply handicapped.

Available for some

1 (0 - 2) 2 (8 - 1) 3 (18 - 8)
No provisions Provisions for some

20.4A parent education program is an integral part of the special education program.

21.

1 (14 - 4) 2

No planned effort or
planned program

A speech program is provided to serve

' 1 (6 - 0) 2

Not available

22. Itinerant vision and hearing teachers

1 (13 - 4) 2

No kindergarten children

-(17 - 20) 3 (38 - 39)
Adequate effort made

4 (12 - 22) S (61 - 68)
Provisions for all

4 (23 23) 5 (9 - 13)

4 - Excellent program

speech impaired children of all exceptionalities from kindergarten through 12th grade.

(0 -

work with kindergarten children.

(1 - 7)

3 (10- 10)
Available for some

3 (9 - 13)

Some kindergarten
children

30
. 30

4 (6 - 25) 5 (77 - 62)
Available for all

4 (6 19) 5 (72 - 58)

kindergarten children
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23. Tha!erVices ora physick therapist are avAilabltfor students who require them.
r

. ''' 1 (`20 - 4) 2 (8 - 7) 3 (8 - 13) 4 (11 - 19) 5 (54 - 58)
.sir

Not available Available for some Available for all

24. A public relations effort naintaine'commvity awareness of and interest in special education. \I:E.

11 )(18 - 8) 2 (15 - 23) 4* 3 (24 -- 32) 4 (29'- 22) 5 (14 - 15)

No planned effort
t

--..,Adequate effort
.

.

Excellent effort with organised
program

e ' ,

3

D. Records and Reporting

Definitioe n. The maintenance of systematic and eriodic Iffard..faLilitates an a,corate ass assent of each child's educational progriss, and his

"This file should also intor records 0 results of professional examinations inclu1...11,
strengths and weaknesses in each specific sk area of concern. Such records are based propriate normative standards and measures.

ion and hearin# screenings, neurological screen-
,ing, and, where indicated , iychiatric evaluations. It should include pny follow-up d c findings that follow placeprent of a child in the
special educapon setting in addition to preplacement evaluation. With proper safe rent* or guardians are given 'Access to,the file upon
request and ire informed of this right.

*
, ` .

25. Appropriate examination records for each child, including psychological, vision andvhearing screeping ars,on file.

1 (1 - 0) ' .2 (3 -

The records do not
exist for every child

3 A20 - 4)

Records exit for each
child- but in some cases

not complete up-toZdate

0

4 (18 - 32)

26. Continual records (cumulative growth) of the student'.-e attainment arriirogress are maintained.
.4,..

' 1 (1 - 1) 2 (8 - 3) ' .3 (22 - 15)

Not on,every child Progress records on all
."--- but irregularly maintained

4 (16 - 30)

27. An educational assessment of each child indicating strengths and weaknesses in specific skill areas are
Orem

1 (10 . 1) 2 (9 6)

Education assessment not
on file .for every child

&g Diagnosis and Evaluation

M.

°' 3 (11 - lo)'

Educational assessment on
file for each child but not
always made within last

(20 - 29)

5 (58 - 59) t
Records exist for each
child; are complete and
up-to,date and are
aCcessibleto teacifer

4
5 (54 511 ,

Progreis records on all
and regularly maintained

on file.

5 (50 - 54)
On file ft& each child and
made within last three years

Definition. Diagnosis and evaluation involves early (preschool, where possible) and comprehensive identification of "high risk" children coupled
with immediasageollow-through of prescription, assignment and appropriate individualised instruction, using, wherever possible, team evaluation .

by a psychiatrist, a neurologist, etc. The special education teacher is folly capable of performing initial nt Qf academicstatue and
recognizing special problems for referral and specialized evaluation. Comprehensive evaluation for possible educational Ieassignmeat is conducted.

. at intervals of two years. It is also conducted annually where. transfer to a different type of program or service is contemplated, or upon

parental request. Parental consent is obtained for transfer.

28. Preschool screening is available.
*

1 (15 -
A

2) 2 (4 - 2) 3 (24 - 13) 4 (19 - 32) 4Ir 5 (38 - 39)

Done for some Done f many . Done for all

There is early and comprehensive identification of "high risk" school age children and immediate follow-through of individual prescription
and instruction.

1 (18 - 0)

-Some children are'
identified early

2 (6- 2)

30. The educational assignment of every special education

1 (2 - 1)

Done for some

2 (1 - 0)

3 (24 - 27) 4 (42 - 19) 5 (10 - 84)

Wet children are All prob children
identified early and *N are id tified early and
follow- through occurs immed ate follow -hough
soon occurs

.

student is reevaluated not less than every two years.

3 (4 - 3) 4 (15 - 12)

Done for many Done for all
5 (78 - 84)

F. Supervision and Administration

Definition. The special education supervisor allots adequate time for and encourages staff/parent conferences periodically. The uteri

staff attempts to maintain, by appropriate meana, community awareness of the program and to stimulate public interest in the special ed

program. In working with the staf4I the administrator or supervisor provides leadership in the ,introduction of needed and beneficial pr
changes and is cognizant of legislative and policy criteria relative to the special edu5rAlon program or planned chance

31. The supervisor provides leadership in introducing needed and beneficial program changed.

1 (9 - 244 2 (14 - 23)

Little leadership

3 (27 - 31) 4 (18 - 29) 5 (3i - 15)

Regular and adequate Provides excellent
leaderahip leadership

33
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32. The superilsor allots time for and encourages staff parent cneerences.

4
It( (2 - 2) 2 (16 - 13) . 3 (26 -'25).

No time slotted To a limited extent

'''"- '- - ellots time ..
4,44". b.

4. a
..

31. The teacher shares informationowith special education associates and/or other staff.

1 (2 - 1) 2 (10 - 6) 3 (25 - 28)

NO information is ,-, -->-, Some information .

shared with other is shared

teachers

O. Integration with the Regular Classroom Program v

,

(6 - 34)

4 (25 - 38).

5 (50 - 26)
Allots necessary time and
encourages staff /parent
conferences

5 (39 - 26)
All teachers share
information

444

Definition, Special education student* are, where feasible, integrated into regular education programs. Children are obi placed in a seliacontained
special education classroom as the preferred placement, but rather they are given necessary supportive services adjunctive fo their regularOoducauion
experiences. Activities in which regular and special education can participate appropriately are sought and routinely encousged. Nonhandfotted
childrenare, in turn, encoura by faculty attitudes and curriculum o accept and help the special education child. Adequate and appropriate
supportive resource staff and ices are available to the children that the self -eontiined classroom the regular classroom.

of a systemat to integrate special educati students into regular educational programs.

0

34. There is evidence

1 (27

No evidence ,

- 22) 2 ' (15 - 12) / .3"-*4 5)
(' Moderate evi ence

4> 4
35. Special education children paced in regular classes ar

r"--

AO/
1 (34

No help

4 (14 - 13) 5 (24 - 38).
Considerable evidence

helpovided helbyresource and/or 4eclal education teachers.
t

(13,7.36)--

sistance given
- 26) . 2 (12 - 7) '

z A

36. Pupils are given opportunities to participate in social, arts,Imusieand physical idlication activities,00 nonhand&oapped,children.

LJ
(16 - 19) 4 5 5 - 29)

All necesliifile assistance

given

37.

1 (43 -15)
No prOvision

There is evidence

r----(3.0 26)
No evidence,

41,r .. l IY
2 (6 - 8) "' 3 (8 .4 10) '" 4 S4 - 6) 5 , (39 -1)

- Part of time ...,,,,di " A On a regular basis
,

.0 -

that nonhandicappedehildien are encouraged to accept and p*Ip special education children.

2 (16 - 8) 3 (26 - 19)

Moderate evidence
4 S15 : - 5, (14 - 15)'-

Considerable evidence

A
38. Special education classiPare located within regular 5choole or have ready "cress to thee.

.r..-- ... .

4 i ' 1 (33 -'28)
,,'

4

Does not have ready access ""-,.

S

41 0

a.

2 , id - 3) - 3 (2'. 2)

Sairready access '

- r
C

,

64

111

32

(1 -,2) 5 (58 - 65)
,- Located within a regular)

school

Ty, -- L

4
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APPENDIR B

Divigion of ReSearch
Bureau of Information, Systems

P
Department of Education

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING FORM DEAS4236-0T (10-76) COSTS!OR FIVE CATEGORIES',
o

'Special Education Research Study--1976-77

. Where possible, use the specific cost for each budget line'item such as
salaries of teachers, aides, etc.

2. Wheh specific categorical costs cannot be determined, use the instructions
for the-Basic Education Revlied Handbook (draft copy) sent by the Division
of Special Education, to allocate the cost among the various categories.

3. Keep in mind to prorate costs for the total number of categories in your IU
and post the proper amounts under the fiver-categories on'Form DEAS-1670.

4. Be careful to report the exact number of pupils enrolled from each teacher's
class record for each Category.

5. Be careful to report the exact number of ADMs foi each category of exception-
silty. Use teacher's class records to obtain total days memberShip belonged
and divide by the number of days in the school year (full-time classes).

6. Report ADMs for part-time or itinerant classes by converting the total minutes .

of instruction per pupil per week to ADMs in accordance with -the following
child accounting instructions:

Calculate ADMs for:part-time classes by the following formula.

. .

A4eragg number of pupils_faught by itinerant teachers
per week times the number of periods per week that in-
struction is provided for, the individual pupil times
the number of minutes per pupil in special class divided
by 1650 equals the average daily membership.

Check with the IU attendance' person to obtain the proper ADMs.
.11, ;

7. Do not report any speech -and hearing costs under the five categories even
. though students may be receiving speech or hearing training. '

A

8. if elementary and secondary costs are not accounted for separately in your
records, report specifit costs for teachers, aides, etc., and prorate the
remaining costs on a per pupirbasis. .

9. Use the final financial expenditures and, if possible, the audited figures
, for this report.
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNS\ LVANIA - DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DELEMIENTARr-!.:
SPECIAL EDUCATION COST/QUALITY STUDY

COSTS BY SPECIAL EDUCATION CATEGORIES
. 1916.76

DE AS-2236-0T (10-76) _

to the Department of Education, Bureau of Information Systems,
Report the 197E-76 expenditures by the various categories

according to the spec. instructions for Spec. Ed. in the

INTERMEDIATE UNIT NAME

Division of Research, Box 911, Harrisburg, Pa.
and the correct ADM's and enrollment figures based
Basic Handbook.

11.4

DATE SUBMITTED
\

17126. Att. Dr.,John G.
on the teacher's records.

INISECONOARY'

',Instructions. Su 5rnit original
'Caber, lay December 15, 1976.

Prorate elem. and sec. expenditures
..-

.

EXPENDITURt ACCOUNT EDUCABLE TRAINABLE
SOCIALLY &

EMOTIONALLY
DISTURBED

PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED

BRAIN INJURED/
LD.

,X 0100 ADMINISTRATION

0151 Contracted Auditing Services .

0154 Contracted Legal Services

0159 Other Contracted Services
Total 0100 , )

--,...- ' 0200 INSTRUCTION (-
0211 Salaries, Principals

0212 Salaries, Director, Special Education

0212.1 Salaries, Supervisors .

0212_2 Salaries, Instructional Adviiers
0213 Salaries, Teachers .

0213 -1 Salaries, Teachers, Substitutes -

0216 Salaries, Other (Ex: Other Instructional Staff)
0218 Salaries Instructional ASsistant

1219 Salaries, 'Clerical

0221 Textbooks
0224 AudioVisuals
0225 Other
0222-0?29 Supplies
0231 InService Training
0239 Staff Travel
0239.1 Other Expenses . _,

0250 Contracted Services .
Total 0200

.. 0300 PUPIL PERSONNEC SERVICES,..../
0313 Salarie School Ps chologist Total 0300 .

. 0400 HEALTH SERVICES
0412 Salaries, Psychiatrist .

--'0413 'Salaries, Nurses

0415 Salaries, Clinical Psychologist
0415.1 Salaries, Psychiatric (Social Worker).
0415.2 Salaries: Therapists .

-0419 Salaries, Clerical
0422 Supplies ..._..

4432 Staff Travel
0432.1 Other Expenses ..

0452 Contracted Medical Services
. ; .. .

A r* Total 0400 .
.

r



trEAS2236-01 ,Pime 2
.

-.CD Elem. 'EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT .
E:3 Sec.

.

Educable Trainable
I

Socially &
Emotionally

D111tUrbad

.
Physically

I Handicapped

Brain
Injured/

L.O.
... 0600 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PLANT

0612 Operation & Maintenance Salaries 1 . .

0621 Operation & Maintenance Supplies. ..----,

0622 Fuel for Building
0631 Utilities
0639 Other Expenses
Q643 Instructional Equipment
0644 Noninstructional Equipment .

0650 Contracted Services >
',..-

-
Total,0600 . .

t
CS 0800 FIXED CHARGES

0831 Employe Retirement
0832 Social Security f
0833 Workmen's Compensation
0834. .Employe Insurance k

0835 Fire insurance

0836 Other Insurance
0838 Rent , .

`0839 Other Fixed Charges
Total 0800

0900 FOOD SERVICE
. .0962 Supplementary Feeding.

Total 0900
1200 CAPITAL OUTLAY

Instructional Equipment - .

1244 Noninstriicticrnal Equipment
Total 1200 ' ,

TOTAL COSTS ,

Cost (for Department use) . t '

AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP '

Cost (for Department use)

/NUMBER ENROLLEri

Cost (for De artment use) -

TOTAL ANNUAL,HOURS OF INSTRUCTION
FOR EACH PUPIL .

'

Total Number cif It.i Tiirt .,

, Each Category '

,
-

g.

Total Number of Itinerant
.

TeaChersin Eich Category

:.

.,,

,

(

,. ..,

.

,

Total Enrolled Pupili in District
Operated Classes in Each Category

4 5
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Ceauserwealth of PensTivirtlee
DEPART/LENT 01rEDUCATION SPECIAL CLASS INSTRUCTION COSTSDonee of Educational AeleihilsrtatIen
annIlenelement Support 5.41m, 19 - 19_OPERATION 0

M141* Muir Poo coot

COUNTY

C1400I. DISTRICT

APPLICATION FOR REIMBURSEMENT IN SCHOOL YEAR I9_- 19ON AC
DURING THE PRECEDING SCHOOL YEAR I9_- 19_OF A PREAPPROVED COURSE FOR EXCEPTION

OUNT OF DISTRICT OPERATION
LOREN.

INSTRUCTIV.IS: Submit five copies of the, completed cakulations to the responsible supetioteadern who will forward foot copies of the computation to the Bureau of School *cool:rain and Sabildies, Departmeis
cf Education. of 3. Harrisburg, Pa. 17108. Caltnputations shcruld be made in accordance with orlon. on back of this form. ,

INSTRUCTIONAL LEVOL !LIM. SEC, IILZIATNTARV SCHOOLS

SP L CLASIJRUC 'ION C giTS CSLUHN 4 t
COSTS,CICLUSITI

OP MIC MASS
COLTS. 1°°°°°"..
ton INICCIOIN4

MAR

4

FO R
POE Ott
ONLY .

SPICIAL

._ SECONDARY SCHOOLS

LASE INSTRUCTION COSTS COLUMN 4 DIM.
ISCLUSITI

OP SPEC CLAIM
COSTS. OO°°°°°
?ON 'MISS**.

MAR

FOR
ROT USE

ONLY

SPEC/AL CLASS INSTRUCTION COSTS
SMCIAL CLASS COSTS IMPOIMIS ON MU CCM APILI
IMPIIMITVIMS MOM PIOCRAL 01011 NOT CICLSOM PAM
Tilt IPICIAL COSTS WORM ON 1111 AIM 3COM COLUMN

III Lase COLUMN (3) [OVALS COMM (3)
....

CICMN F
L TPCOSNAAMS

NOT MCLUOCO
MOM MCC.
IMPOSTS. ON AM

A IAN I
NOT 011 AM

SOT INDIANS.
0. OM
Jilin

COLUMN 2
ON AM MT

NOT INMINCO
PON Milt

MAN

COLMAN S
INCUANSO ION
'MIMINGA.

ONLY

COLL*411 I
NOT ON MR

MT INCININIS
POO SASS -.

MAN
i

COLOR[ 2
ON Ara SST

NOS "MMUS
PO* MSS

MAI

COLIIIIN 1
MIMIC" ton

PlitCtillUill
SCHOOL TIAR

OILY

ADMINISTRATION SUPPLIES 0121 7 . .,

INSTRUCTION .
Selaries, Principal* 0211 - -

.

Selarles, Supervisers or Coordinators 0217 - v
Well's. ToolelMts, Other Professional
Instruction Staff 0213,0211,0216

v.
,

Soilerlos Instruction*, torml NonInstructionalA........t.,..... -----. 0218.0219 , ' .

.

. t..

A.

TFdionlie7Audle-Visuoit 2: 0221.0224

dl

I

Suppliokdultimodie Units , 6225.0222,0220 ... ,IP

Conliected Undoes. Instruction u x

0250
-. .1

PUPIL PeRSONNEL SERVICES. SALARIES

'Directors Coordinators, Supomisors (111 t
. .

Guidance & Psychological Parsons- 0313
4

.

Vestal! & Other ClossIfied P./sonnet 03/0

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE SUPPLIES 0621

....N......\
FIXED CHARGES INSTRUCTIONAL EMPLOYES

Employer Share of Retitemen! (Pommel -1 0831
V

. %*
Ili

-.--.

1
4 tk,

..-

Employer Share of See. Security (Prorate) 0832

TOTALS OF INSTRUCTION COSTS Is'-; '' '72,7 7 ''''''''';" ,7': 71 i '-x, agyrr.-..,-. A fr ' ,,,,,>, ,:,-*,1
',or '"--,

EQUIV FULLTIME ADM COMPUTED ON BACK ili.;1,4' .'
iPi

, ;'."."90.
4.1.47"Z"Y44

, ,

ACTUAL 1NSTRUCTiONCOST PER PUPIL
4(0'
., , ::./.. ?"..,.... .'Sr.' ,C... ,,,......, . , ...,..., "'.., ....., ' o.' .."' ,

5--
,

FOR DEPARXXENTA_L USE ONLY

ADIA.Apptovini for Payment - Division of Special Education

-
Inn

Total Equivalent ADM 0E13E34

Elementary Secondary

Instruction C412i per special class pupil OS awayed for roimbursemont
of Education In the budget foi CI or schools foe extroptionol 'children
yea in which the class is opiramd. '

Elementary Secondary

by the Doporrison
for rho school

'--..r.--...Elemontary .Seconday
I ninety carry On tbir nonunion Costs pee pup" co compered an this applocavlon is re.mbutvmem on ease.' of ',reapproved specie! Ai

end ore calculated In accordonco with elm revisions of Section 2509 of the 1949 Public School Cod., as amended.
0011 USLIITTIS A

..
SIONATUNI AID

opermd by the *maimed dismo co system during the peecoling school year ate booed on the records for that school year

,

SISNATUAt OP taL1 SUPININTMOMIT

Otnt.4134(0/71111

47



-
INSTRUCTIONS

, ,
incurred for the preceding school yew only, es repotted and Itemized1. Computation* shell Imo bated on the Instkuttlon costs of preoapproved special el

on the annual financial raitort submitted for that school year, less current expenditures from federal funds for special classes not excluded from element
ary specigl and/or tacondary costs on the annual financial report and shall include unpaid obligations for special 'closest Incurred for the
school yMr but shall exclOde se expenditures for special el rondo during that school year which were incurred tor other school years. These

i+speelol toss instruction Costs s II be contrasted with the instruction costs of the school system, exclusive of these special class . as incurred
*sfor that school year at the some level of instruction.

The amounts shown in columns 3 of the calculations shall be applicable costs lot claksestein specidl education as incurred for the immediately pies iodine
as follows% From the expenditures for special elschool year only: Cookoute each item of epplieoble Instruction coats of special el {turd at

,the designated level In the annual financial report of the preceding school year, subtract current expenditures from federal funds for special el not
excluded from Elementary Special and Secondary Special costs on the annual financial report: Ada column 1, special class coats for the item as incurred
for that school year but not included In expenditures shown an the ann4al financial report: subtract column 2. special class expenditures for Ili item
included in the annual financial report4ut actually Incurred for any school year other than the one Immediately preceding. If the exact expenditure for
'pedal el as shown on the annual' financial report is not the basis of the calculation, additional data should be submittid to lustily the omaunt
used.

3. ,Submit Special Close Instruction Costs at one elementary Ckoi/or one secondary level of instruction only. If more than one special class is operated at
a certain level of Instruction, combine the district colts as well as the equivalent full -time average daily membership pf all special el operated at
that !eyelet° compute a single special class Instruction cost for that level of instruction. The average daily membership of special classes must,be

4 ',reconcilable with the data reported an attendonCe Form DEBE483. Report the equivalent full -time ADM in special el operated
from federal funds In column F.

4. The sum of the net special alas* instruction costs (column 3) and the net Instruction costs exclusive of speciaPeloss coifs (column 4) at each level of
instruction for each Retaliated on thls calculation should equal the amount shown for thi corresponding Item and respective level of instruction in
column 3 on the approved Tuition Rote Calculations, Form DEBE.634.

5. The sum pf- the-equivalent fullime averagd daily membership in special el and the equivalent full4itne overage daily membership In regular el
shouldpquol the total equivalent full-time ,average daily membership far each level of instruction as reported on the annual attendance reports and'used on
Farm DESE.634.

6. Exclude from the computation expenditures for summer schools, adult education, community colleges, homebound Instruction, extension recreant:on and
other programs, and expenditur s from federal funds.

-COMPUTATION-OF EQUIVALENT FULL -TIME MEMBERSHIP
19 Schaal Year

. A. Membership on Reimbursable DistroctOperateiSpecial Education (Do not include itinerant programs)

sk Federal Funk Elementary_ See:no:leer ,
Elm, Sec. Giftzd Other Gifted- Other

Total days school was in session during As school
year 1;

e
. 4.

Aggregate full days of membership of appeial class
pupil, reported on DEBE.482 Ifr''

V

Pereentogli of school. day which special pupils are.
assigned to special el '
Aggregate daysfof equivalent full.timq membership in
special el ..

1

.

Ad

Equivalent full -time ADM in"special el al
reported on DEBE03

3

When o pupil is assigned part of the day or week to special classes with o special class teacher other than an Itinerant teacher and is essignedifie remainder
of the day or week to regular dourly, the percentage of tome In special ekes may be computed by dividing the number of hours per week In special el by

the total number of hours in the weekly schedule. If this Pereentair is not constant for all special class pupils, report the average percentage computed as

follows:

B.

Example: 20 pupils # 75% = 15 Equivalent Full-Time Day's
13 pupils # 50% = 5 Equivalent Full -Time Days

30 pupils = 20 Equivalynt Full-Time Days

20
me percentage =.w.= 64.2/3%

ble DistrietOperated,Itineront Special CIMember I

40 pu'plls # 10% = 4 Equivalent Full-Time Days
30 pupils # 20% = 6 Equivalent Full-Time Days

70 pupils 4,10 Equivalent Full.Time Days

average percentage =70 - 14L//74

.

illPllbrgenixotion 'Example
.

. Elementary Secondary

Average number of pupils taught by Itinerant
leachers per week during tem. 105

.

r
Numbei of periods per week that instruction ik
Provided for theindividual pupil 1

0 '
NoNumber of ill hutes per period In-special

class 25'
, ,.

11

...

Total number bf mi In all el weekly for
hooverag pupil ' 1750 .

.

Equivalent full.timmavinage daily membeiship (Cols. .
I X 2 X 3-, Col. 4) *1.500

- '
105 X 1 X 25 +1750 = 1500
If the length of class time varies, data may be computed ht separate columns.

I

48
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A
APPENDIX C

TABLE 18

1974-15 INTERMEDIATE UNIT'SI5ECIAL-EDUCATION COST PER ADM

Itementary

IU EMR IU TMR . IU PH IU SED
.

IU BI

/
23 $5,599 22 t$5,660 17 '$6,775 3 $5,679 , 22 $5,353

' 3 2,820 16 5,304 3, 6,070 '25 5,388 25 5,204

26 2,802 26 4,255 23 5,570 26 5,304 26 5,131

4 2,619 27 1,861 16 4,530 2 .' 5,064 4' 5,074

27 2,339 3 3,822 - 2 4,246
.

6 4,993 17 4,36

16 2,280 - 15 3,708 15 4,046 15 4,926 . 1.0 .14,261
>,

14 ,2,211 18 3,459 10 4,042 4 4,475 7 4,203

19 2,087 - 23 3,384 12 3,783 1 4,247 2 4,177

4 2,068 10 3,2'61 26 3,713 22 4,103 19 3,961

24 2,043 11 '3,075 13 3,446 10 3,985 16 3,822

10 2,039 ',25 3,021 19 3,225 -27 3;t99 27- 3,745
(

5 -1,999 ' 14 2,796 * 22' 3,171 41. 3,832 _ 5 3,554.

20 1,921 2 2#794 8 3,014 14 is 3,530

21 1,912 12 2,695 6 2,984 13 3,731 -21 3 495
t.

2 1,893 '17 2,602 7 2,968 28 3,708 '3 3,150
. . *;

18 1,741 21 18' 2,899 23 3,572 28 3,14412,562
.

17 1,67 8 2,561 28 2,877 7
.

3,544. 23 3,13p

9 ,626 28 2,99 21 2,636 12 3,40fis....: . 18k 3,079

6 1,591 1 2,498 5 2,532 8 , 3,290 20 3,041 '

. 25 1,545 24 2,479 1 2,413 '24 3,202 12 -2,962

7 1,512, : 4 2,4'43 9 2,151 191 3,107 14 2,863

- 8' .1,466 13 2,288 24 2
,
292 20 3,089 24 2,832

.

, .12 1,397 9 7,215 14 2,275 5 2,994 1 2,788

29 1,041' T 2,174 4 2)170 17' 2,947 8 2,585 .

_

._ 20 2,155 25 2,144 9 2,593 13- _ 2,4144

5 2,144 27 2,034 18 2,534 , 6' -2,255/
J .

. .
,

. 9 2,028.
or

20 1,928 29 1,812 9 2,168_

6 1;666 29 1,457 -- 16 1,308 . 11 2,151

.

-29 -1,4354f 29
.

1,403

t 4

Average S2109i4.., Average $2,926 Average $3,271 Average $3,733 Average' 6,449.

Wiiiiiii 1,860 ,Median 2,602 Median 21976 Median 3,726 Median 3,150
, .

38 4 9



,IU EMR

27 $2,819

26 2,761

19 2,253

1,9 2,223

25 .2,185

15 2,105

4 2,086

21 2,060

10 2,051

14 1,916

3 1,878

2 1,862

1,854

1,708 .

12 1,689

1 1,677

at 20 .1,645.

5 1,566

18 '1,538

7 10329

16 1,44
6 1,28k

29 1,2

28 1,12?

a

17

Average' $1',847

Median -1,858

NILE 19

1974-75 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCA7bN COST PER ADM.

,Secondary'

me

IU
4

itr PH IU SED ,IU BI'

26 $4,349i..,

3 3,219191;

2,2

13

$6,621

6,194

. 20

25

$8,293' et,

5,981

29

9

$5,334

5,006

18 3,161 5,791 3 5,583 15 4,749

15 3,086 25 5,155 2 5,042 2 4,125

10 .2,849 20 4,621 12 4,930 14 4,017

2 '2,840 2 .4,247 .10 4,924 10! 3,479

22 2,706 15 4,138 29 4,131 12 3,117 /.
11

14 '2,613 29 4,117 18 4,058 1.6 2,947

23 2,580 7 4,114 13 3,887 5 2,582

27. z2,531 4 3,999 15 .3;679 2,459

17 .2,386 21 3,754 "5 3,507 23 2,445

19' 2,341' 5 3,531' 21 3,421 -8

21' 2,302 19 .3;515 24 3,314 13 2,28.5,

20 2,293 1 3,388 23 43,090 25 1,7E3

12 2,161 18 3,201 14 2,887 21 1,529
4

7 2,151 '27- 3,165 19 2,463 2.4 1,470

4 ". 2,151 24 3,115 3 '2,438 3 1,403.

25 -21i4 5 17, \ 2,218

24' 2,103 2.3 2,962 7 2,049,

2/9: 2,07
- 2 ;004,,,

:),15i8

2.8

3

8

2,877

2,536

2,07,7

'26 1,976
. ,

6.4 ';..7.351

t8 1,516

9 1,196
L6 1 24;3

1'f A-

Averag 2,4p16' ,Average $3,918 Average $3,894 Average $3,005_
*Median 2,227

bettic
Median 3,643 . Median 8,593, Median 2,582

35O
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a

TABLE 20

1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL PUCATIONCOST PR ADM

Elementary

IU EMR , ,, IU IU 414 IU SED IU BI
4

15 $3,505 3* $4,413 , 3 $7,974

'P .2

$8,532 26 $7,784

. 16 3,480 26 4,217 23 7,871 6,183' 25 6,531

26 2,892 23 .1 4,201 26 6,
'c

360
64

16 5,963 1.'

. .

6,003

-23 2,578 2 4,148 2 5,768 26, 5,467 19 5,672

4 2,458 12 4,029 6 - 5,048 ' 6 5,062 7'2 5,143

1 2,435 16 3;960 17 4,798 27 4,7,09 22 4,829

2 405 18 3,944 16 4,500 13' 4A9 12 4,316

3 2,18-../ 15 3,680 8 4,055 7 4,499 14 ' 4,082

14 2,096 14 3,540 21 3,702 14 4,475 5 3,982

19 2,060 22 3,495, _25 3,699 18* 4,331 17 3,891
/

17 .2,021 1 3,350 18 3,660 3 ,,s 4,293 .9 3,872

5 1,954 10 3,289 40t 7 3,589 1 4,255 24 3,713

18 ' 1,940 20 3,263 15 3,513 1 3,963 10 3,667

12 1,911 21 3 13 20 3,423 17 3,940 20 3,628

24 1,897. 11 _3,069 13 3,394 10 3,830 6 3,571

24 1,848 6 2,952 5 1,,377
40

9 3,802 18 3,546

10 1,830 8 2,925 28 3,323 20 3,788 .13 3,503

9 1,708 24 2,924 22 3,146 23 3,753 7 3,460
.

27 1;696 4,,.. 2,821 29 2,989 21 3,718 11 3,449

8 1,685 "415 2,816 12 2,902 28 3,663 1e. 3,380

7 1,683 13 2,802 9 2,868 25 3,534 4 3,367

25 1,597 7 2,769 27 2,711 8 3,489 8 3;364

6 1,460 2,742 4 2,593 4 '3 mdo
'

23 3,303 -.

29 1,405 19 2,664 24---2,532 2 2 3,371 15 3,297

20 1,371 27 2,469 10 2,402 5 3,336 2 .3,213%

.28 2,A.56-,--- 19 2,398 24 3,204 7. 2,737,-

'9 2,390 1 2,297 19 2,967 3 2,420

,
5- 2,225 to 29 2,500 28,1 2,166

29 2,034 29 2,096

Average $2,079 Average $3/K96 Average $3,885 'Average $4,238 Average 0,9311
Median 1,940 Median 3,069- Median 3,423 Meddan 3,875 Median 3,571,

so
l

C.,

4'

40



-TABLE 21

1975 -76' INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION COST PER ADM

Secondary

IU EMR IU TMR

15 $5;381' 26 $4,215

23 4,11;8 3 4,211

14. 2:07 2 4,017

26 2,892 15 3,590

4 2,667 20 3,369

21,

9

2,565

2,502

6

22

3,165

3,025

17 2,478 21 3,001

28 - 2,385 23 2,958

12 2,226 10 2,938

3 2,137 8 2,930

16 2,120 27 2,910

19 2,097, 4 2,904

8 2,07B 9 2,840

6 2,065 18 2,702

18 2,000' )16 2,698

27 1;959 /19 2,655

5 1,924 25 2,425

2 1,863 28 2,327

7 1,845 13 2,317
P

1 .1,833 1 2,308

10 1,691 5 2,225

20 1,647 14 2,100

25 1,539 24/ 2,074

29 1,452 12 2,059

7

17 2;031

29 1,796

Average $2,38 .Average $2,780
Median 2,097 Median 2,771

IU PH

12 $8,507

26 6,365

22 6,227

3- 4,897

13 4,646

4: 4,638.

\\\1. 4,519

18 4\.q18

17 4,277

8 4,045

19 3,582

28 3,506

5 3',377

21 3,366

25 3,260

7 3,186

20 3,087

2 3,081

15 3,007

27 2,916'

29 2,558

23 2,54.2

24 2',249

Average $4,007
Median 3,506

IU SED IU BI

2 $6,560 1 $6,528

24 5,914 2.0 5,917

26 5,412 2 5,493

3, 5,374 12 5,262

20 5,190 15 5,110

15 4,928 3 4,142

14 4,363 16 4,034

25 , 4,233 5 3,982

18 4,165 23 3,891

10 4,084 18 3,473

12 3,552 10 3,248

29 3,498 17 3,233,

27

5

, 3,477,

3,366

14

25 ,040

13 3,286. 9 2,986

8 3,068 7 2,747

19 2,934 8 2,559

23 2,92i 21 2,380

21 2,615 19 _2,285

7 42,413 13' 1,999

22 Itc,-965 24 1,655

L

Average $3,968 Average $3,675
Median 3,552 . Median .3,248

41.52

$

4
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TABLE 22

1974-75 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS

Elementary
I

4

Ob.

IU EMR'
Number of

Classes IU TMR
Number/Of
Classes

.

IU PH
Number of
Classes

"Number of
IU . SED Classes

Number of ,

IU BI Classes

.'

3

26

16

14

23

20

27

21

2

- 10

--19

. 1

5

9

6

24
.18

25

12

8

7

29

17

$34,017
33,592
29,642
28,140
27,490
25,905
24,856
24,639
23,510
22,17.5

21,453
21,107
20,479
19,935
19,814
19,407
18,657

18,072
17,625
17,364
17,307
16,995
16,950

'.=

v

47

254

6'-

09
1

11

14

3

79

11

31

6

20

18

3

2

22

4

11

32

39

11 -

24

16
12
27

3
11
22

18

2
26

23
1'5

20-
14

8
4

17

7

4

28

21
'24

.
10
13
1

9

5

6,-

19
25
29

$46,932
41,760
41,279
40,136
37,926
36,414
34,186
33,833
33,597
31,442
31,426
28,695
27,979
27,105
26,895
25,726
25,286
24,390
23,975

''24,547

23,013
22,255
21,490

20,572
,20,514
20,438

20,153
19,264
18,759

1

9

14

7

20

6

3

10

10

164

5

16

8

8

12

12

12

6

9

. 6

1t,

10

11

17

3

11

8

17

13
4

3 $53,620
23 47,516
17 33,877

15, 31,421
. 21 31,367

1:-----N00:
25 , 28,518
2 28,491
7 27,651
22 27,641

16 26;047
28 2,890

,I3 2%841
4 25,605

6 .24,976
26 24,914

27 24,458
24 23,683
10 23,530
8 Q3,355
1 23,233
12 20,002
19 19,605
5 - 48,413

14 17,061
9 16,456
29 12,795

'

6

5

2

3

2

2

5

4

a
4

6

2

2

2

1.

1

76

'2

3

2'

4

7

3

5

30

1

l
3

.

10 $42,376 5

6' 20,991. 1

16 36,335 1 .5

26 33,595 66
2 33,229 ' 23
1 30,066 9
15 29,39k 11 ---.......

20 29,325 .13,,
23 29,923 28
3 28,139 44%

21 ' 27,064 \ 6
13 26,946 9

14 26,366 4

28 25,956 41 14
27 24,084 4

24 23,414 . 15

22 22,8'12 5
,

4 22,175 '3 .

12 21,294 .. 17
'8 20,565 4

5 20,439' 10
11 20,224 1

19 20,153 7

9 19,5/46 1

7 18,815 9

29 18,139 4

25 17,459 / 15
17 16,913 2

18 13,440 7

'

161

'

16 $29,726
20 29,197 ,

26 29,129 .

27 28,949
22 26,104
15 25,447
25 ° 25,4/0
17, ,25,104

a 24,208.
2 24,091 ,

12 24,009
24 23,930
7 .23,610

21 23,217
23 22,746
4 22,715

-13 21,614
10 .1101,601,
11 "'"21,514
295 21,441
14 194'457

8 18,631
6 18,437
5 18,419

18 18,283
19 16104
1 ' 16,665,

9 14,430
28 13,204

8
.16 '-;

'34
9

13-
49
29

15
76
'25

41 .

40

11

13

' ,39

13
22 ,

21
2

4

17-

25
4 ----I

22

16

14

16 w
22

5

4

.

.

'-,

Average
Median

$22,571
$21,107 ,

658 ... Average
Median

X

$28,586
$26,895

445 Average $26,099
Median' $25,605

199

-

Average$22,767324.5Averaga
Median $24,087

''s

: . a

$22,358
Median $221748

i /

631
it

o

r, 54



TABLE ,23

-(1974-75 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS

Secondary

' IU EMR
Number of
Classes ID TMR

Number of
Classes

. Number of
IU PH Classes'

...

IU SED
Number of
Classes III BI

Number, of

Classes

°. 26

25
. 3

2 -,_27,683
27 .'.
21

14

5

19

10

20

0. 4

.4) 28
1

.6. .

18

7.
29

17 ,

12

9

, 8

6

15

4

$33,595
28,418
28,233 =

24,567

21,993
20,585'
20,464
20,338

, 20,3'27

20,131
19,889
19,642
19,413
19,8541'
,180086

18,024
17,954
17:535
17,317
17,309
17,185
15,119
12,627

.

238
2

68.

82
18

8
15

19
35

16

20

15
2

35

11
!..16

47
10

21,

13'
17

48
3 '"

. 1

15
3

27
.. 17

. 26

25
29

14
2

16
'24

22

'28
' 10

13

21

1

7

23

.4

12
120

18

19

5

6

48

, 9

L

$45,773
38,443
'36,955

34,687
33,597

32,093
31,671
30,565
29,537
27,949

..26,710

26,431
26,389
25,988
24,954

24,725
24,249
23;781

23,311
122,591,A

22,234 '
22,089
21,633

20,339
20,276
1919,119,

17,248
15,612

....

9

23

5

4

40
7

2

4

14

3

10

6

J '
-. 3

7

4

8

13

10
6

14

6
9

10
5

11
13

l

..

.

.

. 129 $44,789
( 15 36,410 .

22 35,089

f 23 33,910
2 33,671

. 18 33,176
. 7 32,915

1 30;495
26 29,130
21 28,290'
25 27,116
19 27,068
24 26,998
17 25,928
13 244.775A
27 24,559
4 23096
20 22,643
8 21,105
3 18,862
5 18,434

,

.,

',

,

.

1

3

1
1

11
2

1.

2

33
2

5

2

3

1

1 ,

1

1
2

2

16
.5 ,

26
-25

7
10
24

13
12
21
'8

20

15
2

14
, 5

3 '

. 19i

23.

-18

7

29

..

.

$33,596
32,746
29,485
29,984
25,687
25,655

'25,364
25,188
25,140
24,873
23,376
2/.042

-20,880
20,458
20,396
20,339
19,950
19,053'
18,556
17,971

.

,

i.,,

'

#

,

8

, 8

1

2 ,'

4
5
5

-6

1.5

4

8
20
5

7 .

25
7-

19
2

2

4 ,

.

.

!., 14

25

-24
15
2

21
18

16
13

23

10
5

20
-29

. 8
12

. 1/
3

9

.

'

$33,970
27,116
26,872,-.

25,567
23,572
22,990
22,893
22,595
,20,568
'19,677%
_18,900
18041
18,192
17,782
17,276
16,705
15096
13,960
11,961'

.

-

.

4

5.
7

2-

2

2
2

a-
05
19
8

4
1
3

6
8
2

20

7

,

,
J

...

, '
....

-

.

. Average

. ,Median
$20,683
$19,765

759
"liw

Average
Median

$26,727

$25,471
° 252 Average, $28,574

,. Median $28,290
91.5 'Average

Median
$23,907

$24,126
143.5 Average

Median
$20,749
$19,677

110
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TABLE 24

1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNIT SPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS

Elementary

IU EHR
Number of
Classes IU THR

limber of
Classes

.

IU PH
Number of
Classed IU- SED

Number of
Classes IU BI

Number_ of

Classes
.

16 $34,799 6 3 $45,230 20
4

23 $60,34 6 20 $39,922 13 27 $34,285 7
26 29,625 15 38,779 13 26 59,362 45 14 38,785 3 6 32,141 \ 3 ,,

15 20,041 71* , 2 7,675 12 16 40,500 1 9 38,024 1 - 18 30,259 11
14 28,040 9 - 26 ...../36,884 170 17 38,346 1 26 37,098 56 2 30,189 30

. 3 27,999 44 14 34,614 9 21 37,024 1 25 35,138 14 24 28,622 48
19 26,784 21 20 34,466 10 20 36,516 3 2 35,074 27 21 28,422 13
23 25,777 1 18 34,179 9 22 36,483 5 23 28,697 34 26 28,409 97
21 25,288 3 , 16 33,333 12 3 36,382 16 6 28,682 3 11 27,592 .2
24 24,019 1 27 32,104 7 2 34,285 18 '10 28,344 5 16 . 27,224 18
2 23,355 85 23 31,511 4 18 33,670 5 3 28,286 - 43 23 26,424 , 36

18 21,634 20 22 31,456 3 7 33,200 4 24 27,833 16 22 26,400 15

4.. 10 21,299 11 24 30,950 12 19 31,969 3 22 26,968 5 20 26,085. 21
D 7 20,829 37 7 30,464 ' ,e1I t 24' 30,379 3 7 26,939 10' 19 25,743 7

6 20,446 1 21 29,625 '' 5 6 x30, 2 18 26,709 6 -17 25,601 19
4 20,368 14 6 29,149 8 27 29,822 2 4 26,683 3 15 25,399 44

17 19,951 23 12 29,070 14 13 28,849 2 1 26,091 12 25 424,937 22
29

1

19,923
19,883

11

6

1
10

29,016
28,501

4
9

8

12
28,384

27,569

3

41

21 26,025 ,

13 24,924
6

11
3

13

24,668
24,520

,,, 77

25
25 19,740 4 .,- 11 28,005 7 15 26,931 3' 16 , 23,851 4 7 23,924 15
20 19,198 15 8 27,672 13' 28 26,585 1 , 15 23,207 11 5 23,719 : 23
9 18,994 17 25 27,220 12 4 25,670 _1 27 22,367,. 4 12 23,655 -52 .

8 18,730 35 1 26,601 17 25 25,101 4 28 21,976 2 10 23,419 -4. 23
27 18,087 15 18 26,295' 13 10 24,015

-.

2 12 21,902 19 - 4 23,121 15
12 17,777 10 28 25,170 8 29 h,923 3 17 . 21,669 2 9 22,739 24
5 17,679 21 29 .24,911 , 4 % 9 21,507 \Z 5 21,497 9 14 22,676 27

19 23,178 10 5 20,935 5 19 21,141 , 8 29 22,533 8
° 4 22,968 7 1 17,996 6 29 21,000 5 8 20,854 30

9 22,706 4
,

8 20,937 4 1 20,737 16
5 21,140 10 28 17,763 5

Average $22,731 611 Average $30,099 445 Average $31,964 148 Average, $27,492 . 336 Average $25,692 731.,

Median $20,829 Median 49,149 Median $30,289

-

Median $26,693
..

Median $25,399
-

57
fl

b

58



TABLE 25

1975-76 INTERMEDIATE UNrrSPECIAL EDUCATION AVERAGE CLASS COSTS

Secondary 4

IU Ele
Nuiber of
Classes IU'l. TIS

Number of
Classes

I

t

IU PH
Number of
Classes IU ( SED

Number of
Classes IU

Number
BI Clis es

f

.

3

14

1$
2

16

21 -.-25,288

19 .

15

10
23

27

4

.17

ii,'," 18 .

1

20

7

29

6

25
8

12

9,

28
5

.

.

$33,151
29,919

29,724
29,398

28,329

24,334
24,214

23,144
23,03
22,790
22,578
21,402
21,204
21,159
21,129
21;004

29,473
-,19,621

J19,244
18,704
17,955
17,932
17,491
16,931

'

.

'

,

62
16

,234

76

11
7

38

4

16
2

19

15

22

15
35

21
44

'10

-2

2

47

15

18

. 1

15

r

747

'.

115
, 27

3

2

26
5

14'
20

28
17

23

'16

13

6

° '21

22

29

8

25
12

7

4'
1

10
18

19

24

9

Average
Median

$48,624
43,725
41,08'9

39,944

36,698
35,605
33,594

,641

11,184

31,487
31,274

30,578
30,347

29,894
29,265
29,23e
27,839
27,050
26,678
26,030

25,915
24,889
24,469
23,506
23,420
22,234

21,797
20,283

$30,332
$29,579

1

11

5

33

/8

51
5

4

7

5

4

7

3

10

13
4

6

/2
13

9:
14

13

7

10

4

9

16

9
,

297

'

,

a

26 $57,535
1 42,929
3 40,402
2 38,738
7 g 38,232
22 '37,361

21 37,024
29. 35,811
25 34,770
18 34,547
2, 33,730

- 23 33,039
0 32,780
5 30,389

29,940
1 29,775
2 29,162
19 . 28,657
28 28,051
13 27,873
4 27,826

15 27,061

. .
8 25,284

r .

. .

Aveiage $33.953
Median $33 9

t
03

'

1

\
'

'

25

2

12

7

1

1

1

1
3

2

2

1

1

1

1

2,

1

2

1

1

1

3

4

76

'

,

2

20'
26

15

24

23
3

5
14

13

18
10'

25
, 22

- 19

21

27

12
7

8

-

Average
dMedian

$)0,253
7,302
37,257

36,332
31,048
30,047
29,624
29,464
29,089
28,749
27,078
24/505
21,637
21,615

1 21,513
20,921
20,864
19,891
18,338
14,315

IF

$26,581'
$27,078$7,

'

.

22

2

26

9

4
12

37

6,

6

8

,.2

2

9

2

9

6

1

5

5

3

, -

180

.

-

"

23

2
15

16

14

24

' 5

12

20

18

10

21

8'
3

17

25

13

1

7

' 19

Average
Median

$35,017
32,223

30,662
30,255

28,988
28,957
27,078 ,

'24,993

24,695
24,308

'23,821
23,80 r

23,054
22,780
22,630
20,771
20,272

19,585
16,485
14,852

.

.

. r-'
$24,506 L
$23,821

1,.

15
16

5

4

3

5
8
1

4

9

3

6

34",
5

6

5

2

2 .

2

142

.

'

'Average

Median
$22,806
$21,402

;

4P

:60
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APPENDIX

CORRELATION MATRIX EKR
CR . 132)

.... 11

1___1 2 3 41_51 61 7 81 9 10 11 12 13 14 151 16 17.118 14 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

1. Instructional Level
2. Type of Community . -13

3. AdministratIlve'Costs ' -07 -14

4. Instructional Cbsts 00 -04 19

5. Other InstrusI1onal Costs $ 19 -02 244-10

6. Support Costs . -01 -11 75* 02 36*

7. Materials Costs s 15 -11 524-14 23* 49*

8. Remaining Costs -06 -08 81* 02 31* 81* 56*

9. Salary Costs , 00 -04 07 684-07 03 -10 -04 .

10. Total 01 -11 75* 61* 31* 70* 41* 73* 57*

11. Instructional Process , -18 05 16 -07 01 07 260,234-11 08

12. Instructional Setting . -47* 02 274-07 03 18 30* 384-08 19 64*

13. Administrative Suppprt . -13 -18. 12 -00 -14 10 26* 20* 01 12 29* 49*

14. Integration in Regular Classroom 03 04 -244-07 -01 -14 -04,-214-264-25* 07 07 14

15. Total Score -304-01 13 -08 -03 09 29* 244-17 06 78* 85* 64* 43*

16. Years of Teaching Experience/ . 01 -04 04 614-07 02 - 16, -01 71* 444-120-14 -15 -314-25*

17. Years of Special Education ExperienVe 09 -04 10 52* 12 12 -11 07 70* 494-214-19 -18 -334-32* 86*,

18. Sex - -01 -00 03 -04 -00 02 07 07, 01 03 -03 -03 06 -09 -04 -06 -05

19. IQ 02 02 -06 -15 -05 -01 e00 -09 -11 -15 -11 -.084-05 06 -07 -14 -06 -07 .

20. Chronological Age 84*,-18 -12 -01 13 -04 13 -10 04 -02 -17 -474-14 06 -28* 02 09 -00 03

21. Years in Special Education 700N-08 -17 -01 14 -10 06.-09 04 -04 -204-40*-22* 15 -260 00 06,-42 -03 80*

22. Pre Vineland 74*,40 -18 -01 08 -12 05 -17 08 -07 -23*-474-24* 07 -33* 07, 16 -05 19 84* 840

23. Post Vineland 71*N-12 -05 -01 08. 04 18 -04 10 04 -19 -444-11 -01 -29* 07 14 00 15 83* 560.85*

24. Pre Reading 72*-09 -17 -08 '02 -08. 09 -1,3 -05 -13 -11. -414-21* 07 -254-02 02 +04 19 84* 650 80* 791

25. Post Reading .
62*'-12 -13 -04 01 -03 10 -08 02 -05 -136 -344-13 04 -19 -60 02 03 260 75* 53* 74* 80* 9.20

26. Pre Spelling . 72* 09 -19 -05 05 -10 05 -14 -03 -11 46 -49,-19 03 -29* 06 07 01 10 840 65* 77* 76$ 93* 8244 ,

27. Post Spelling 69*43 -15 03 03 -02 07 -12 03 704 -15 -414-06 06 -230'03 05 05 20 81* 59* 75* 78* 880 80* 87**

2g. Pre Arithmetic 74*-08 -16 -04 09 -06 06 -14 -02, -09 -17 -434-22* 13 -274-00 05 -08 27 88* 690 81* 82* 900 82* 86* 83*

29. Post Arithmetic ...--, 71*-17 -13 -07 07 -02 09 -12L;01 -08 -16 -454-19 09 -27*-01 06 -03 260 86* 60A 82* 84* 880 84* 85* 84* 92*

30. Vineland Gain, -06 -03 234.-00 -03 -28* 24* 25* 04 21* 09 06 254-16 07 -01 -04 10 -08 -b4 -15 -28* 26*-02 10 03 04 01 03

31. Reading Gain -17 -08 06 11 -02 14 05 10 21* 19 12 14 17 -07 12 06 02 17 214-13 -214,06 -10 -09 10 17 12 -09, 00 30*

32t Spelling Gain -, ' -19 605 11. 16 -06 16 03 07 12C 16 04 16 26* 06 17 -06 -06 136 17 -214-244-19 -12-)-264-04 48 *-08 -224-18 14 55*

33. Arithmetic Cain . -25*-18 Q9' -05 -07 10 06 08 01 04 07 05 11 -13 04 -01 -01 12 -10 -254-364-14 -13 -24*-13 2206-17 -414-02 03 24* 14

1-

*Indicates significance beyond .05 level.

I
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CORRELATION MATRIX - TMR
(N 54),

3

I

- , 23 24 25 26 27
1. Instructipnal Level
2. Type of Coununity
3.' Administrative Costa
4. Instructional Coats .

5. OtIer Instructional Costs
. 6. Sppport Costa

, 7. Materials Costa ,

8. Remaining Costs
9. Salary Costs ,

10. Total -

11. InstructionaI-Process . .

12. Instructional Setting
_13._ A4mInistritive Support

14. 'integration in Regular Classroom )

15., Total Score
16. Years of Teaching Experience N
17. Years of Special Education experience
18. Sex

-
19. I q
20. Chronological' Age
21. Years in Special Education
22.. Pre Vineland
23. Post Vineland
24. Pre Performance Profile
25. Post Performance Profile
2f: Vineland Gain
27. Performance Profile Gain

-11
-03'

11

-17

10
-10
-01
it

02

19

14

08

-04
13

03.

011
-03
-24

81
71*
64
71*-01.-23
39*

39*

-10
-07

12
-18

09

23

18

-09
06

-02

21

27

27

3

33*

06

02
02

08
-00
12

-08

26

24

15

-08

31*

63*

44

22

55*

15

66*.80*

13

25

34*

13

28

18

13'

-02
06

-09
-03
-23

-02
11

07-05
22

54*

:I9

32*

32*

71*

14
23

16
,--01

18
53*

56*

-i2
04
01
04
03
-00
10
15

06

16
54*

49*
21
76*

08
14

14

09
15

28

22
-08
-04
-15
-08
-24
-20
-07

01
14

17

25
00
-24

04

r17

06

,:.21

-22
-16

-06

-13
16

-17

08
21

-03'

04
06
09

09

05

38*

09
51*

04

47*

14

02
25

-13-10
-13
-07
-11
-04
01

-02
03
14

14

07

-02

04

74*

16
20

30*

22

20

-12
-11

-08
09
11

01

-08
03

00
-17

-05

.

.

57*

24

35*

25

21

36*

69*

76*
-08

06J-03
03
04
11

01
06

07

-18
01

20
35*

32*
18
35*

35

35*

-12

01
07

-04

-10
05
10

-09
06

..

36*

55*

47*

80*

1

01
-05.-02
39*

10
03
11

08
27

30
-06
02

.

'

51*

20

73*

-00

06

11
21

11

07

14

24

38*

10
19

,

37*

79*
04

04
-13
22
14
02
03

18
28
43*
.25

21

.

66*

-14

-18
718

3614'36*

-15

-26
-11

-09
-03

04
417"

12

.

-03

06
06
15

14

01
08
01

-24

-12.-13

.

'

'08

-08

-04

01

-06

20
14

-10

#20
-29
00'

0
34*

37*
-10
40

r

83*
-79*

704
56*

50*
-27

.49

.

.

'

68*

62*
47*

40*
-33
-21

jlib

.

86*
711%1

55*
59,4.-09

- 46'-25

'

64*

59*

.

.H

85*

- 38'-15

.-42*

.

,

13

4.

49*

.

.

.

.

-04.

-01

-11

12
-01

0

1

-'n

40*

11
18

93*
00
09
04

13
08

-04
07

05
-20
-04

.1111.

11.

1

A

go
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CORRELATiOM MATRIX -TA
CN 32)

_. : MIMI" . : I . I p-
2. Instructional Level '1'-
2. Type of CcumumAty
3. Administrativ4 Costs

,24. Instructional Costs ' '

4115. Other Instructional Coats '

6. Support Costs .

7. Materials Costs -

8. Remaining Coal'
9. Salary Costs

10. Total
11. instructional Process
12. Instructional Setting

'13. Administrative Support
14. Integration in Regular Classroom

k .r15. Total Score
16. Years of Teaching Experience
17. YeArs of Special Education Experience
18. Sex
19. I Q .
20. Chronological AA. ,

21. Years in Special Education
22. Pre Vineland
23. Post Vitieland '

24. Pre Reading
25. Post Reading
26. Pre Spelling
27. Post Spelling
28. Pre Arithmetic
29, Post Arithmetic.,
30. Viniland Gain-.
31. Reading Gain '

32. Spelling Gain
33. A5ithmetieGath '

08
-16

-20

01
-10
12

-11
07

-13
-06
-35
00

-25

-29
05
-00
04

-19

80A127
61*

47*

44*

66*

*61*

68*

55*

59*

57*
04

08
-16
11

-30
»12
39*

13

-12

-25
16

-19
23

-07
21

-00
08

14

07

-12
04

38

29

33

16

02
29

10
32

26
09

-30
-38
10'17

70*

29

48*

75*
89*
27

90*
11

33

28

14
31

09
13
-24

03
-13
-11

-22
-31
-05

05
-12
-06
-17

-11
-24

22

10

1,

02
34

59*
73*

31;

85*
21

4

31

2,9

40#-14

26
28

-40

-10
-20
-01

-27

-28

-15

-03

-16
-15

-24

-16
-11

25

01
-08

33
04
19

-02

30
-29
12
-16

11

-03
02

-14

15

02
-10

-02
02
19

11
06

15
13

10

-07
-15
19

-20

47*
53*
37*

43*
-15

21
05

16
13

11

14

-09

06

-08
07

-11

- 04.x20

16
12
05

15
,04
06

10
-08

22

-02

80*
21

76*

26

18

30

14
29

-02

01
-35
01

-15

-13

-12

-14

04
-19

-07

-26
-09

-20
40

24

14

23

94*

Off

17

;6
00
14

07

09

-28
10

-14
-05
-22
29

-09

02
-13
-10
-18
-14

-22
24

03
-18

43*
19
29
28

15
32
85*
83*

-27
07

-00
21

-09
-04

02
15
12
12

-07
07

07
32

03
19

10

29
'24

13
27

23

26

-35
06

-15
-02
-23

26
-05

05
-10
-05

-17

-10

-14
23
09

-12

..-

34

45*

19
66*

-01
-04

08

-02

02
20

-19
-19

-03
06
10
09

-01
23

-04
22

-01
38

20

37*
77*

08

07

13
09

-25

-09

-48*
34

-18
-11

-15
-11

-19
-12

23

12
06
24

/

,

26
56*

15
13

09

03

06
09

09
12

05
12

09
18
02
22

10
19
20
34

71*

23
17

05
26

'03

-10
01

,611

11
17
10
34
21
32

09
18
51
19

/

16
12
13
15

-08
01
-27
-18

-04
07

03
16

00
22

15
26
29
41

95*
- 21,

-02

06

18

02
-01

01
11

10
11

01
10

-08
24

03
14

4

.

-22
03

01
11
04
00

-01
09
04

09
-06
04

-09
25

12
14

.

27

03
10
00
05

37

25

38
42*
31

15

18

-20

13
11

-20

-30
10
17

l&
1

1

12

12
18

-05

11
26I.

1

1

i

i

/

82*
62*
52*
79*
70*
78*
64*
81*
78*

-07
-02
-21
-02

%.,

"---..

41*

35

65*
53*
67*
48#q

66

65*
-03

-13

-32
-02

/

Ila

89*

50*
44*
50*
46*

58*
57*

-01
03
-02
-]l

.

.

48*
43*
48*
48*
50*

54*
45*
-00.

07
11

91*

94*
89*
87*
86*
10
03

03
12

-i

87*
92*
76*

82*
12
44*

22
29

c

ow

88*
90*

89*
08

08

-12
12

rs/

80*
88*
19

30

36
34

'

93*

-02
-06

-08
-04

I

t

/

't

06

11

10
33

.

05
27
46*

7.

46*
44*

.

.

48*

.

tt

. 66
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CORRELATION MATRIX - SSD
28)

1 2 3 4 9 10 ,11 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 2T\27 28 29 30 31 32 33
1: Instructional I..We-d.. t

_12
!'

2. Type of Community 25
3. Administratitht Costs -01 -42*
4. Instructional Costs -61 -70* 55*
5. Other Instruc ional Coats 4 -35 32 51*
6. Support-Cos . 25 12 12 -38*:111*
7. Materials is 19 38 -24 11 -21 -47*
8.. Retaining is . 26 -26 65* 29 'OS 42*-19
9. Salary Cost 4 -20 -61* 30 79* 4706-36 -10 -13

10. Total 07 -630 78* 84! 50* 04 -18 700'58*
11. Instructional.Process . -42*=11 08 Or 27 -15 12 -19 17 03.0
12. Instructional Sgsping . -52* 26 -25 19 -15 -24 31 -26 -20 -38* 33
13. Admihistrative Support -10 -05 -31 01 24 1-09 -07 -600 32 -20 40,-07
14. Integration in Regular Clmssroom -36 -39 11 43* 32 -42* 37*-11 39* 24 40* 29 27 .

15. Total Score -58*-10 -11 09 25 -34 29 -39* 24 -10 81* 61* 54* 74*
16. Tears of Teaching Experience .,-10 15 22 04 -29 21 -05 -02 27 07 -05 -30 -07 -41 -28
17. Tears of Special Education Experience 03`-19 16 28 -32 -Al 07 -02 43* 14 -06 -21 -13 -13 -17 66*
18. Sex .(

10 07 26 39 41 -35 37 21 -14 30 18 19 -19 14 12 -29 -13
-19. I Q
20. Chronological Age

-30
90/

-39
22

06
-37

440-07
-12 -36

-36
-02

41
16

02
-21

29
-21

17

-35
-26
-42

24

-43
-23
-08

39

-42

04

-474-04
-02, 23

03
03

-09 -18
21. Tears tin Special Education 4

520 05 -15 -19 -59* 37 -14 -15 -03 -23 -21 -450 07 =49*-38 37 51*-32 -34 48*
22. Pre Vineland 800 38 -33 -07 -47* 07 19 -15 -14 -27 -48*-55*-17, -49*-580 09 04 -12 -08 84* 47*
23. Post Vineland 53* 44 -28 -08 -55* ll 14 -11 -12 -24 -47*-51*-16 -52*-57* 27 15 -17 -01 69* 500 89*
24. Pre leading . 64*-17 -23 26 -32 -21 48*-13 10 -09 -38 -28 -17 -03 -29 -07 12 03 43 63* 13 68* 55*
25. Post Reading 53*-21 -12 32 -30 -19 53*-10 19 0). -33 -24 -15 09 -21 -03 12 01 49* 490 06 59* 46* 96*
26. Pre Spelling 63'-18 -27 31 -20 -36 52*-17 13 -10 -35 -22 -17 -02 -26 -15 04 13 36 67* 05 67* 51* 95* 87*
27. Post Spelling 51 -20 -18 39 -23 -31 -530-07 14 02 -36 -28 -114 04 -25 116 -01 18 46* 50-06 56* 43 94* 91* 920
28. Pre Arithmetic l 72*-11 -33 26 -34 -15 48*-11 05 -09 -46*-44*-14 -11 -39 46 14 02 25 '78* 33 81* 68* 940 83* 99* 82*
29. Post'Arithaetic 64*-15 -23 19 -39 -01 43 -12 07 -08 -39 -33 -11 -03 -29 00 14 -08 29 59* 27 660 47* 860 84* 80* 77* 83*
30. Vineland Gain -550 12 14 00 -14 11 -13 09 05 08 07 13 03 -03 06 38 24 -10 15 -39 04 -30 16 -39 -36 -45*-36 .-4 -490

leading Gain -13 -24 31 30 -04 ofr 30 09 35 31 07 06 02 40 20 11 05 -06 35 -31 -19 -12 -16 15 42 01 20 02 17 -04
. Smiling Gain -31 -08 22 21.-10 13 Q3 26 04 30 -02 -16 06 15 03 -03 -11 11 29 -42 -29 -26 -18 -01 13 -17 22 -16 405 21 48*

-3. Arithmetic Gailm 17 -13 04 -03 -23 20 09 -03 04 -62 -06 03 -01 10 02 09 05 -1748 -03 02 03 -10 29 35 19 24 10 6306-31 24 15

67
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CORRELATION.MAZRIX - at
(N . 20)

' 1 2 3 S 5 6 7 8 1 9 10 11 ,12 13 IA 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25' 26_ 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
1. Instructional Level
2. Type of Community
3. Adminixtrativelbsts

.-- 4,+.1estructional Mats
5. Other Instructional Costs

,

. 6. Support Costs.
7. Materials Costs :

8. Remaining Costa
. 9. Salary Costs °

10.. Total
U. Instructional Process .

12. Instructional Setting
13. Administrative Support
14. Integration in Regular Asssroutp
15. Total Score

1'
16. Years of Teaching Experience
17. Years of Special Education Expgrience
18. Sex (--"-25

19. I Q
.

.

206 Chronological Age
21. Years in Special Educati8n
22. Pre Vineland
23. Post Vineland
24. Pre Reading
25. Post Reading
26. fie Spelling

-. 27. Post Spelling .

28. Pre Arithmetic
29. Post Arithmetic
30. Vine land Gain ..1...

31. Reading Gain '7-11'

32. Spelling Gain .
33. Arithmetic_ Gain

-25
-59

06

- 49'16
-04

58

-08
02

-09
21

10
08

04

13

-40
;12

14

930-01
34

87+`

730

690

700

44

74*

61#

-34

-29

34

22

-70

01

68

-07
-43
-45
-05
-03
34

44

15

-31
-700-04
51

-02

-21

-07
02

01

09
19
28

12

19
16
20
33

23

'

23
710-16
44

-600

57#

«460

37

746
-39
-27

-34
-4r
-21

54
-17
-660

-41

-28
-23
-680-05
-64
-64
-51
-590-16
-570-22
12

-15
09

-43

-35

40

15

77

590

10

07
-03

-1;

01
42

580-14
43

18
01

19

-03

02

22

14

-26

08
-42

-32

-26.-25

.

29

-37
57

-40
45

-21
-40
-11
-20
-30
-23

31

06
-540'12
-48
-25
#1.3

=580-14
-45
-50
-33

-35
-34
/2

11

22

.

-

-01

04
-530

-01
-22
-480
-43
-01
-33
-45

-21
-05
-27

61)

23
13

-174

-20
-37
-00
-13
-21

-12
-47

-30

-08
30

19
43

41

-00

29

37

06

09

-560

35
530-36
25

41

38

30

27

30
11

45

28

-08

03

-34

-02

.

-03
850

-12

-23
-II
-34
-25
-12

-08
32

00

-33

-04
06

-62#
-58#

-51
-41

-38
-42
18

-15
07

-38

38
17

19

13

-06
13

740

57#

-37

-00
00
16
-18,-10
-12
06
02

-03
-04

-12

-07,-49
12

-09
-04

01

-03
-17
-15
-30
-19

_,

19

26

01

01

-34
-

02
=610

-62#

-S80

-530

-44

22

-25
-08

-47

t

690

600

720

910

-32

ig
-19
65*

34
-25

,31.

36
31

42

48
48
42

42

07

36
15

32

,

49A

53*

841

-09
-14

65#

15

-10

04
.03
21

26

28

05
24

21

-02

20'

25

13

58'

740

-25
-510.-5

-10
42

30
-22
16

.36
37

49

48

49
42

38
41
18

19

25

84*

JSt
0-40

-31
42
48

-04
26
41

31

36
49

36

50

38
25
24

-15
12

-27:,,

-22
64
46

-16
22

31

33

40

48

47

44

38

15
29

12

22

.

-.
67*

-16
15

-34
12

-49
-46
-17
-11

-34
-23
-Ag
=.32

Q9
09
17

-11

.

-16
-20
-37
16

-38
-550

-20
-20.-09
38

-31
-44
-32

-28
-08
05

-08

08
-30
-31
-00
05

-24

-05'

16
-14
-05
09
28

48

08

t

18

-17
19

36

33

53*

38

55*

47

48

28

61
53*-36
40

.

49
840

77*

77*

64*

84*

56
85
71*

-20
04

37

.

25

P.

44

29

24

01
38

33

-10
-20
-48
19

.

85*

56*

44

74*

52#

73*

63*

-35
-10
-15
35

a

.

550

49
711

53*

4,6

651

19
06

-17
36

.

91

89
80
86
87

-07
16

07

700

.

.

.

83*

84*

82*

a
06

55*

29

78*

.

91*

92A

90*

-10
18

11
6

80*

88*
-Q2

40'

52*
81*

94*

01'

23

04
66*

..

Q0'
36

25

88

'

.

21
16
01

,

_-__

57*
46

__

51

_

Cr

70
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6 v APPENDIX E
").

FURTHER DISCUSSION OF COMMONALITY ANALYSES ,

Theprimary foci of this portion of the analysis was to determine the
relationships among the cost, quality and effectiveness measures gathered during
the study: More specifically,.an effort was qade to determine the effect of the
cost and quality variables upon the achievement of the pupils in the study. The
analysis technique used was commonality analysis.'

,
lit

. , ..,

Separate analyses, using classroom meatvis the unit of analysis, were pe'formed
for each of exceptionality and each type of gain score, obtained. For all
these analyses thesame three sets of variables served as pr&lictors of the

.

Criterion (gain) variance. These.sets were:

(1) Background - pretest score on the measure for which gain was calculated.

12) Quality Indicators - two -year meats scores on -the four subscOes:

(al INSPROTO - Instructional piotess

(b) INSETTO - Instructional setting

(c).ADMSUPTO - AdministratiVe support

(d) INTCLATO"- Integration with regtp.ar classroom

(3) Cost - Total classroom cost.

i. EMR

General. The'analysis of EMR two-year gain scores (Vineland and (WRAT
reading, spelling, and arithmetic subscales), using the, three specified

,Variable sets, accounted fot21 per Gent (p = 6.0001) of the Vineland
gain score variance, six per cent (p = 0.2092) df the WRAT reading gain
score variance, 26 per cent (p = 0.0000) of the WRAT spelling gain

. !... ..ei...,score.yariance,and.21.per..cent.6..0-0001).of.the..WRAT..arithmetic

gain score variance. In general, the reading gains for EMRs are
not :wally as subject to school effects as are the arithmetic and
spelling gains, at least for this specific data base.. However, readine-
gains cannot be attrib ted with any significance to pretest score;
.therefore, an addition background variable (or variables) is needed
to _account for the read g gain variance.

'
Vineland Gains. A sample of 132 classrooms responded to the Vineland
instrument for two consecutive years: Results are shown in.Table 26.,

,.
-..-..- 41,

/
,,--- .

,
.

_ iThe Correlation Ma01trices used in the Common4ity Analyses araAlsWdwn in
Appendip,C, p. 38.

r '

4-
Y.
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a TABLE 26

Proportions of Explaine0 Variance of Three
Viriable Sets on /inland Gains
for EMRs-after partitioning

(Total RS 0.2124)

Aariable Set
1 2 3

0

t

Unique to Set.1 . .0775
Unique to Set 2 .0984
Unique to Set 3

, Common to 1 and2 -.0071 -.0Q71
Common to 1 and 3 -.0055 -.0055 .

.Common to 2and 3 , Xi -.0081 -.0081
Common to 1, 2 and 3 .0135 .0135 .(1,415

e , Q \,.., -

All of the above unique contributions are significant at q = .405. Quality

e
, of instruction appears to influence EMR social gains most, followed by pretest
achievement and cost. A negative correlation between Vineland pretest and gain
scores again raises the possibility of regression toward thOftean. The slight
negative common contributions ,gy the variable,sets are negligible in view of
the significant,unique contribilltions. What is puzzling here is the lack pf
background: (pretest) influence on th Vineland gain scores. However, this is
consistent with the exceptionality ategories which follow. The cost factor
is slightly influential on gain sc e inervalls even on the school level.

.

,

Most likely other direct school variables must influence student performance..

.0276

It might also be noted that correlations between the four pretest
measurements for the EMR group are very highly positive. In fact, no
'discernible difference between the social and achievement pretest correlations
is noted. 'However, Vineland gains do not correlate With achievement gain scores.

1

Reading Gains. A sample of 131 EMR classrooms responded to the WRAT
reading subscale for two4onsecutive years. According to this specific
data base, school faciors contribute very little uniquely to EMR
reading gains. These results' are presented in Table 27.

I,
TABLE 27

.

,Proportions of ExplainedVariance of Three
, ',Variable Sets on Reading Gains

for s after PartitionAg
(Total RSQ = Q.0645)

4 Variable, Set

2 3

.

,

Unique to4Set.1 , .0013
/

Unique to Se1.2 . .0254
Unique to Set 3 . - .0193
Common to land 2 .094 .0034
Common td 2 andt3 : .011'5 .0115/ ,

Common to 1,-.'2 and 3 .:0035 .0035 . .0035
'. .

,

.0. , 0
. .

4

O
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A more important task than trying to analyze -these meager results-is to

'determine what factorp significantly relate* to EMR reading, gains. Perhaps.
the home emaronment,or intellectual ability will account for a great deal of
gain spore variance.

Reading pretest score` with gain'score correlations are negative, indicating
regression,toward the mean. There is a low carelation (0.1856) with cost, and
only low positive correlations with the quality indicators are recorded &th
reading gain scores, except for a negative correlation with INTCLATO.

Q

S elLin Ga ns. A sample of 132 EMR classrooms responded to the WRAT,
spelling su cale withresults presented in Table 28.

TABLE 28
Proportions of Expliained Variance othree

Vaiiable Sets on Spelling Gains
for EMRs after Partitioning

(Total RSQ = q.2567)

Variable Set
2

. Unique to S
Unique to Set 2,

Unique to Set 3
Common to 1 and 2 .0057 .0057
Common to 2 and.3 1-.0048 1:::0048

Common to 1, 2 and 3 25 .01250 .0125

The unique contributions for variable sets land 2 are significant at the
\ 16 a = .05 level. Negligible common contributions are observed. Prior ability

has the greatest influence on spelling gains, while significant influence is
also provided by quality of instruction. Cost shows little relatiopship to
spelling gains, correlating only 0:1613: Low, but consistent, positive
correlations are observed between quality indictors and spelling gains, with
the greatest relationship (0.2572) being with ASUPTO. 'ReadiAg and spelling
gains correlate as expected .(0.5468).

.165

.0591

.0175

+.1 /' .'

A moderately high negatiVe porrelation is obs ed between spelling
pretest and.gain Korea. This suggests a regrebs v towa4d the mean effect.

., .

Arithmetic Gains. A sample of,131 EMR,;,clAssrooms responded to the WRAT
arithmetic subtest witti results presented in Table 29.

s

a

r .TABLE-29
Proportions of Explaped Varianpe of Three.

Variable Sets on Arithmetic Gains
for EMR6 after Partitioding

(Total RSQ'.. 0.2125)

Vaniable Set
1 : 2 3.

Unique toSet 1
Unique to Set 2
Unique to Set 3
Common to 1 and 2

.L764

.0455

, .0062
-.0110 -. 011b

4
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For arithmetic there is almost no'overlaPping ofavariable set contri-
bdtions. Pretest accounts for 18 per cent (p = 0.0000),of the total gain 045

score variance in arithmetic. 'Neither quality nor cost serves as viable
contributors;'in fact, Ost and arithmetic gain correlate 0.0403. Arithmetic
gain is related to quality indicator scores in a low positive manner, except
for the negative correlation with IgTCLATO.

arithmetic pretest and gain icoreR is -0.4086;
the mean is a serious possibility. The negative
likely, due to variables.

. The correlation between
therefore, regression toward
common contribution is, most

2. TMR

General. The analysis of TMR two -year gain scores (Vineland and.
TMR Performance Profile), using the tree specified variable sets,'
accounted for 49 per cent of the Vineland gain score variance
(p - 0.0000) and 32 per cent'of the Perfofmance Profile gain score
(p, = 0.0028).

Vineland'Gains. A sample of 54"TMR 'classrooms was administered
the,Vinelana Scale two consecutive years (1975-1976). Results are
presented in Table 30.

TABLE 30
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three

. Variable Sets on Vineland Gains
for TMRs afterPartitioning

o

' (Total RSQ = 0.4903)

Variable Set
1 2 3

1

NiUniqu to Set 1 (Pretest)
Unique to Set 2 (Quality)
Unique to Set0,1Cost)
Common to 1 and 2
Common, to 1 and 3

Common to 2 and 3
Common to 1,2 and 3

.3353

.0131
-.0128

.0083

:1343

.0131

-.0320
.0083

.0439

-.0128
-.0320 -

,.0083

. As would be expected, "school effects"
,
accounts for.only 49 per cent

of Vineland gains. Of these school effectd,

i

prior learning or experience
,accounts for about 34 per cent of Vineland alps and quality of instructiong
acdounis for 13 per cent of Vineland gains. Cost of instruction accounts forir G.four per cent of the gain and is still statistically significant at t ,..05'

alpha level. 4 . .

The1common contributions are father small when examined fr uniqueness.
r .However, sets 1 and 2 account for almost all the variance associated. with

giins; the cost factor adds very little to the overall formula. The negative

n)
joint 'contrlbutions are, most probably caused by.an uniaent fied,9uppressor

4 variable, since, the correlation between variable sets 2 a 3 is moderately

c..
high positive and the correlation between sets 1 and 2 is a very low negative.

t^ .A serious problem arises in the ,TMR datasconcerning.the pretesfiLgain
, 4 .score relationship. While pretest accounts uniquely.for 34 per of the

(,.

gain score variancei the actual correlation between gain score and pretest
1

o )

. .
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score is -0.5865. This suggests a serious regreesionftoward the mean effect

or, possibly, a ceilingeffect imposed by collapsing over all grade levels.
However,, the same patterns are obtained when elementary and secondary TMR
data are examined separately for both years. Therefore, a ,deiling effect, if

'it does exist, stems from chronological age'rather than grade level. Regression
toward,the mean remainsa challenge to the validity of the analysis.

_

TMR Performance Profile Gains: A sample,of 57 TMR classrooms responded
on the T? Performance Profile for two consecutive years. Results are
shown in Table 31.

TABLE 31
Proportions of Explained Variant of Three

Variable Sets on TMR Performance
Profile Gains After Partitioning

(Total RSQ = 0.3225)

1

Variable Set
2 3

Unique to Set 1 ` .2437

Unique to Set 2 .1420

Unique to Set 3 .0039

1, Common to 1 and 2, -.0671 -.0671
Common to 2 and 3 .0033 .0033 .

Residual Effects -0033 -.0033 -.0033 4

Here school effects account for 32 percent of the gain score variance.
Again, pretest scores account for the greatest amount of variance as:one might
e ect. A .very strong suppression effect is seen between variable selfsq aild

This could possibly"be attributed to IQ, age or.school instructional policy.

ctst4does pot appear to be a source of gain prediction at all for the TMR group.7.-
Perhaps achievement gains are too far removed from cost-factors in some special
education programs. '' , * 4 ,

v v .

_.,....

'3. PH ,

General. The commonality analysis of PH two-year gain 'scores, using the
three specified variable sets, accounted for 15 per cent (p = 0.6462)
Of the Vineland gain score variance, 11 per cent" (p = 0.7942)'of the '
WRAT reading gain score variance, 34 per cent'(p = 0.0881) of the
WRAT spelling gain score variance, and 26 per dent (p = 0.2331) of ,

the WRAT arithmetiC gain score variance. Little effect for the
Vineland and WRAT4reading gain is seen for these variable sets; as
such they are incomplete-fok these subject areas for this group.

For the PH group the Vinelaft& scale correlated moderately and positively
with the WRAT subscales, dough not nearly as high as for the EKR
group. For this group, then,,the social and academic spales aft
measuring differ. ng constructs. .

Vineland Gains. A sample of 32 PH classrooms responded tb the Vineland
scale. Results are found in<Table 32.

4.
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TABLE 32
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three

Variable Sets on Vineland Gains
for PHs after Partitioning

(Total.RSQ = 0.1456)

1

Variable Set
2

...

Unique to,Set 1 .0018
*Unique to Set 2 .1244
Unique to Set 3
Common to 1 and 3 .0054 .0054
Common to 2 and 3 -.0330 -:0339
Common tb 1, 2 and 3 0.0074 -.0074 -.0074

There are no contributions above significance at the a P .05 level.
There is some overlap between vailAble sets 1 and 2 with the negative value
due to a supprAsor effect, since all cost-with-quality'correlations are
moderately positive.

The negligible pretest contribution is particularly puzzling here;
.

additional background variables must account forthe missing influence, yet
Vineland pretest scores correlate negatively with most other variables' (for,
instance, -0.4818 with INS440). Quality is the greatest unique contributor
to gain score variance; and cost,is slightly related to gain 'score variance.
No unique contributions are significant at the a =i .05 level; and the tested
school effects, in geheral, seem to exert little influence on social gain
scores. The influential.variables for this group are yet to be identified.,

Gain score and pretest-seore correlate -0.1383,.indicating regression or
ceiling effects. For secondary schools only V nd gain correlates with
chronological' age -0.6826; indicating a ceiling effec kt work here.

Reading Gains.. Reading, gain score analyses for the PHgioup are
,inconclusive. Results for a 32PH classroom sample are presented
in Table 33. .14

TABLE 33
Proportionsof Explained Variance of Three

Variable Sets on ReaaingGains
for PHs after.Parcitioning

. (Total RSQ = 0.1095)

4 l'ariables4Set

-1 2 3

Unique to Set 1 rf .0004
Uniqqe to Sgt 2 .0531

41, Unique to Set 3 .0373
Common to 1 and 2. , .0011 .0011
Common to 2 and 3 .0183 :0183

t

Z
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. --; . Injgeneral, it may tentatively be concluded that the variable sets

are not the most influential ones possible. Acheck of simple

corre tion coefficients shows IQ and chronological age to account for more
of the reading gtin variance than do quality and cost. Nonecof the variable
set contributions approach si8nificance; however, the same patterns do appear --
almost no, contributions for pretest, the largeat contributions for quality,,

-Apa a very small contribution for"costb There is a relatively large over-

' lap of Variable sets 2 and 3* , . I
.

Spell Gains. A sample of 32 PH classrooms responded to the WRAT
spell subtext two consecutive years. Results are presented.in Table 34.

a ,

r' ift

TABLE,34
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three

Variable'Setson Spelling gains ,

for PHs after Partitioning
(Total RSQ =-0.3357) 0

Variable Set

).

1 2 3

Unique to _Set 1 40583

Unique to Set 2 .3150
.Unique to Set 3'

/

- :000.4,

Common to l.and 2 -.0267

Common to 2 and 3 - .0058 .0058*

Almost all the explained variance is attributed to quality of
instruction., Negligible cost contributions and very small pretest

contributions are of served. The uniqueness ().3150) 'cont;ibuted by set 2
is signifitant at the a = .05.. A high overlap between variable sets 1 -

ad 2 is seen and spme moderately high positive correlations betkeen
pretest and quality are.found-(0.05064 with tNTCLATO).- Reading:gain and
spelling gain for the PH group eorrelate at 0.4643, and spelling gain wrbh
atithmetic gain correlates 0.4788. '

,Ie
i Spelling pretest and gain scores correlate -0;1208 suggesting that a

regression effect may be present: A correlation of -0.376G between spelling
gain and chronological age alio suggests a ceiling effect. Thee.appears to

be no statistical relationship-with'IQ, ',- -.' k.

- . --

_

or% ,

Arithmetic Gains. 4 sample of 3 PH classrooms responded to the,WRAT
arithmetic subtest-two consecutive years.. Results are-, presented in ^,

Table 35. - ", .

TABLE 35.,7:

Proportions of Explained Varianceof'Three
Variable Sets on 4titt#etic Gains -

for P after Partitibiting '," ,

'(T RSQ 0.2590), .

Variable -Set

Uni1que to Set 1
-Unique to Set'.2.

Unique to Set 3
Common to 1 and 3.
Common to 2 a d ,3

/

:0043
/ .246$

ie.00Se..:y4:7 4

.7.0457

r 57'
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None of these contributions is significant at a . .05. The quality of

Anstruction accounts for almost all the explained variance. ,For the PH /

group reading, spelling and arithmetic gain score partitioning follows the'

same pattern, althqugh reading has much less variance Arithmetic

gains correlate with all the quality. indicators in a positive moderate manner'

(0.38 with INSPROTO, 0.24 and INSETTO, 0.34 with ADMSOPTO and 0.19.with

* INCLATO). Pretest and gain scores-do not correlate for arithmeti. A

suppressor variable is responsible for the negative common contribution of

variable sets 2 and 3.

4. SED

ti

General.. For the SED group the three specified variable sets accounted
for 14 per cent (p = 0.7635) of the Vineland gain score variance, 27 per
cent (p = 0.3121),of the WRAT reading gain score variance, 15 per, cent,

(p = 0.7121) of the WRAT spelling gain, corevariande, and hree per cent

(p = 0.9033) of the*WRAT arithmetic gain score variance.

Oirerall, aess conclusive results are obtainh for"the SED group than

for other exceptionality groups. 1

4

Vineland Gains.' .A sample of 28 SED classrooms responded to the Vineland.

w. instrument. Results are shown in Table 36.,

0

TABLE. 36

//../
Proportions ofExplained Variance of Three

'Variable Sets on Vineland Gains
for SEbs after partitioning

(Total RSQ =9.1365)

Variable Set
1 2 3

Unique to Set 1 .0582

Unique to Set 2 .0452

Unique to Set 3
CoMmon to 1 and 2 4.0266 ,.0266

Common to 1 and 3 .0511 .0511

----- :0446

0004

None of the above contributions is'significant a 15. The above
results are espedially disappointing for the socially and ipm tionally disturbed

group. It would be hoped that significant school effects would be identified

betthe*eland scale for this group. It is interesting to notethat the
Vineland pretest correlated 0.68 with the .reading pretest, 0.67 with ,the spell-

-ing'pretestend 0.81,with the arithletic'pretest; yet, Vineland gains correlate
-.04 with reading- gains, 0.21 wiiH spelling gains .and =x.31 with arithmetic

'gains.,, The ,season for. these correlations must he'APdied very carefully--if the

pin score correlations'are due to larger gains In social Scores than cognitive.

scores, SED programs may be viewed as "successful" since cognitiv' gains seem
,<

acceptable, If, however, cognitive gains outweigh social gains, a less favorable'

interpretation may or may not be warranted. Some caution is due bemuse of the
differing score metrics involved .(correlation' of WRAT grade equivalents with

Vineland Taw score gains). Also disturbing is the low overall R2 for SED Vineland

gains and the observation of higher contributions for pretest than ilhodl,effects.,

J

'
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The high negative common contributions of variable sets 1,'2and 3 is
unusual and difficult to interpret.Perhaps the correration between
Vinelhnd pretest and gain score (-0.30) is responsible. Further, Vineland

chronological age correlates (-0.39) yet only 0.151bwith IQ. This

may account for the relatively low amount of explained variance produced by
-the variable sets.

Reading,Gdins. A sample of 28 SED classrooms,responded to the WRAT
reading auhscale with results shown in Table 37.

TABLE 37
Proportions'of Explained Variance of Three

Variable Sets on Reading Gains
for SEDs after Partitioning

(Total. = 0.2664)

Unique 41 Set 1 .0446

Unique to'Set 2 \ .1381

Unique to, Set 3 .0748

Common to 1 Ind 2 -=:0120 -.0120
Common to 2 and 3 . :0302 J53020

Common to 1,'2 and3 .6204 .0204 ,0204

.44.44.4 Variable Set
\ 1 2- 3 4

e.

'

, None of the above contributions ismsignificant at a = -.05. For the SED,
as with other exceptionalitiei, the, quality of instruction accounts for Ithe

\r
majority of the explained. varianale wed be cost and pretest. The,
negativO'common contributions of set 1and 2 are due to all negative
correlations between pretest and quality indicator scores. Cost and pretest
(sets 1 and 3)*also correlate negatively. Variable set 2 and 3 correlations
hide a difference"of INTCLATO from other quality indicator relationships.

*.Pretest reading scores correlate very highly with all other Pretest scores,
but reading gains. correlate much lower Nil:1.th Other gain4 and negati;7Fly with

VinelMad gains All SED gain scores correlate negativIlywith chronological
age (-0.31 for reading) and positively with IQ (6.35foi,fead )ng). ;Cost and

gain correlate' 0.31., '

,

i

- .

Adding eht uniqu and compo_containtions is most faVorable'to variablee
.1 .

sets 2 and-3--the school effects;overlap re;ptively highly for the reading -

gain score variance. The'reading pretest and gain scores correlate 0.15, Yet

the gaits -age correlation of -0.31 still suggests a-ceiling/effect.
.

_

,

t

, ..

lie . Spelling-Gains. A sample of 28 SU)
,

classrooms responded to the WRAT
,

spelling subscale, V.eld g the results presented in Table 38.-

I.

0"
s., ,.
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o

59'i

a



TABLE''38-

Proportions of Explained Variance cf Three

, Variable Sets on Spelling Gains
for SEDs after Partitioning

. (Ttal RSQ = 0.15).0)

. 'Variable Set
1 ,Z 3

.., ) Qnique to Set 1 .0333 .

Unique to Set 2 ,..,-' .0420 , .

Common to 1 and 2 -.0139 -.0139
Common to 1 and 3 .0269 .0269

. .

.tv Common to'-2 and 3 .0562 .0562

Common to 1, 2 and 3 , -.0178 -.0178 -.0178 .

,

, P
jpa contributions. are significant at a = .05. Again, quality of

'Instruction accounts for most of the gain score variance, followed by
pretest and cost. 'School effects (2 and 3) are bette put in context by
combining unique and common contribution's. Spelling retest and gain scores .

correlate -0.42. A ceiling effect seems'to be active here in addition to
possible regression toward the mean. The joint negative contribution of 1

sets 1 and 2 is due to all negative Correlations between pretesjs and ..- e
quality indicators. Spelling and reading gains correlate 0.48 as. expected. -

4.,
.

.

Arithmetic Gains. A sample of 28 SED classroots responded to the
0 ,WRAT arithmetic subscale with results given in Table 39'. °

TABLE 39
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three

'Variable Sets on Arithmetic,Gains
for SEDs after partitioning

(Total RSQ = 0.0299)
.

., .

, Variable Set
4'

1 2 3.

.unique to Set 1 .0049

Unique to Set 2 .0199 so ':.i
41 /"Unique to Set 3, N. - .0002 Ct

Common to 1 and 2 .0p46 .0046

. Common to 1 and 3 .0022 ,401 . -40022 % ..

apmmon t01, 2 and 3 -.0019 -40019 -.0019. -

- 0
The task here is to suggest reasons why no variance is explaindble in

.. terms of the specified variable setg, although the contributions show 1

above*dd follow patterns similar 0 previous analyses. Adding to the puzzle
. ,

are the correlations betZba-lgain-and-IQ X0.18) and gain and chronological ,

age (-0.03).74n fact, arithmetic gains for the SED groups does'not correlate
even moddrately with any othertriab , including pretest. (0.10). While,

some variable suppression iplev nothing obvious would account for the .

. observea-extreme suppression` PerPerhaps the variable sets need to be greatly
expanded for this one particular group--a notion Which is not practical.

8 0
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5. BI 4

4

General. The commonality analysis of BI two-year gain scores using the

the Vineland gain score variance, 26 per cent
three specified variable sets accounted for 49 per (p = 0.1257) of

0.6185) of the
WRAT reading gain score variance, 30 per cent (p = Q.0074) of arithmetic

gain score variance. The BI group in general'seems most sensitive to the
variable sets in this study. The,Vineland gain scores correlate 0.29 with
reading_min.scores. O.16 yith_spelling,gains and 70.01 with arithmetic
`gains. Why this should be so is unceptain. The Vineland does not'correlate
as well, with the cognitive measures as do the cognitive measures among
themselires.

Vineland Gains. A sample of 20 BI classrooms responded to the Vineland'
stale, producing the results summarized in Table 40.

0

TABLE 40
Proportions of Explained Variance of Three

Variable Sets on Vineland Gains
for BIs after Partitioning

(Total RS(1 = 0.4903)

Variable Set
1 2 '3

Unique to Set,l .1615

Unique .to' Set 2 . .3323 ,

Unique,to Set 3 ' , . .0923
Common to 1, and 2 -.0507 -.0507 '

Common to 1 and 3 .0399 , .0399-
.\,

: Commoeto 2 and 3 , -.0591 -.0591
Common to 1, 2 and 3 -.0261 .-.0261' -:0261

0

4 V

.
None of the contributions is significant at a = .05. The unique values

far outvalue the common valued, yet overlapping is quite evident here. .

Variable sets 1 and 2 do not correlate negatively but, variable sets 2 and 3 ,

--- -Nba:---liencei. a -suppressor-variable-appears-pregent.fpr-Yariablesets--1-erad . -

4
The BI pattern for Vineland gains follows the'previous patteZgt--variable
set 2 contributes most to the explained variance, followed,by pretest:and

cost. Howeiter, for the BI group pretest and cost contributions are not
"t

negligilde. For this group the quality indicators correlate rather. highly .

among themselves. '
.

....---'

The Vineland gain with pretest score coz'relations is -0.35; this
,suggegfs regression or ceiling eiVects. Over all combinations DI Vineland

e .

gain with chronological age correlates -0.20; indicating a celiing effect.

Reading Gains. A sample of 20 BI classrooms responded to the WRAT
subscale, yielding the data prelented in Table 41.,

P

to
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14. TABLE 41.
Propqiions of Explained' Variance of, Three

Variable Sets on Reading Gains
fbt BIs after Partitioning'

(Total+RSQ = 0.2585),...)

: Unique to Set 1
Unique Set 2- to.

Unique to Set-3
Common tq 1 and %

Common to 1 and .3

Common' to 2 and 3
CoTmon to41, 2 ang33

a

, a
Variable Set

v '1 2
.0337

13397

-.0335 -.0335
-.0303 -

. ---.0806
.0557 .0557-

3

.1156 (
Ar
-A303 fr%
.-.0806 Ak--4P

":iiit'-
.0557

.z -;- . :

-..-
,

.

None of tile above contributions is significant at-a = .(5. VartaiN,p

sets 2 and 3 account foi most of the contribution, but there is.% large.;
overlap of these sets. This is due to moderately high negative cortelations
between reading gain and each of the quality indicators. This is difficult
to interpret from a statistical viewpoint. Apparently, variable sets 2 and
3 erijoy a common correlation with g third factor Which-is unidentified. Over-
lap of sets 1 and 2 as well as sets llpftd 3 can also be otsery ed.' The

er---

, ..

negligible pretest effect is puzzling.

.

.

.

.
.

/ .

.. .

.

. 1Reading pretest with,gain score correlates 0.16. While low, it is in
-...

'the expected dircton. ,. .4
.

. '
Spelling Gains. A sample of 20-BI classrooms iesponded'to ibe WRAT
selling subscale with the result shown'in Table 42.

.
.

,
---,,.

C

TABLE 42\
Proportioneof'Explained Variance:of Three

,- ilk
-'' Variable Sets on'Stelling Gaing

for BIs after Partitioning
(Total%

''''''';'

,

r.

. Variable Set
4

W -.7,,,, 1 2 ,, %3
Unique, to Set 1 .0010 ,...

, .Unique to Set 2 A 284"34

.*Common to 1 and 2 J-': .0056 -0056 . .

.0283
. -

Unighe to Set 3
:i.

Co on to loand 3 .0106 ' , (00106 .' a.. ,

Z-1

Comm to 2 and 3 - . -.0281 : '=.020.1 ,,,...

Common tq 1, 2 and- 3 . -.005Z . -.0052 Plk -'.0052' .111 ''' -
1

44

P.... I

. ,-- , .
.

.,- -,--- .

--"" Almost all, the explain variAnclikis attkikubed,totquality of'inikructipn: 116,

'41for spelling gains. Sp Ling tris for the BI grotipseem to be more -'

associated with school tTian w4th home- environent,, as were reading gai ns. In ,

fact, 'reading gains and spellinvgainabcori'blate 0.56821or the BI gro

, ,;
(

)
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While none of the aboke contributions is statistically significant at
a ,6 .95; these contributions are not directly comparable to other exceptionality ,

grouph with larger sample Sizes. For instan6e, the uniqueness of variable set'
2 is certainly significannand might also be statistically significant were
the sample size increased.fro 20. ,

- Thevery small contributions of sets 1-ana 3 are offset even more by
their negative common contributions. The negative commie contrIbutionsOf

_ sets 21ind 3 stem from negative correlations among all quality indicators and
cost. There is also a negative correlation between cost and spelling gains.
Spelling pretegt and gain scores correlate 040931 however,ia ceiling or
regression effect is still a possibility since spelling gain and chronological
age correlate -0.3642.. Also, IQ and spelling gain correlate 0.5293 which `is _

significant at-a = .01.', This significant relationship helps hold down school'
effects in general. . ,

k, c, .

. .

.
.

)krithmetic
)
Gains. A'sample of-20 BI classrooms responded to the WRAT'

.

,arithmetic subscale with results/presented in Table 43.

5

TABLE 43 .

Proportions of-Explained Variance of Three
., Variable Sets on Arithmetic Gal*

4 for BIs after Partitioning
.

.....--

.' (Total RSQ = 0.6993)

,Unipe to Set 1 r
Ar . .1785

UniqUe to S et-, 2

/' t' -Unique to Set 3's -

Common to 1 and 2 ,

GomMiqn to 1 and'3

,0806

.2352

: - Common to 2 ands 3 ..
. li

Common to 1, Vend 3 -.0535

Variable Set
- 2

-

-

.2195
- .1309

.0806-
.

-.0919 . -.N51; .. ;
. ..

-.0535 -.0535

Although variable set 2 uniqueness is the eatest, itis not signifi nt
: apt 1:(=.. .05, as are variable sets 1 and 3. is due to the higher'deg

of, freedom SsOciatedipith variable set 2.,( ere are four quality indi9ttors).
The egative overlap between'sets 2 and 3 s ems from moderately high negative g5

cor ations between cost and quality-in cators for ,the BI group. However.,

ar thyetic gains and quality correlate positively (0.32 for INSPROTO, 0:13
fob INSSETTO, 0.25 for ADMSUPTO, and 0.12 .for INCLATO).' Cost,and gain
correlate 0.66 a9 gains with chronological age correlate PositivelY.(0.37).
Arithietic gains also correlated less intensely with IQ for-the BI group than
'lath other otherilcognitive,measures,\ leaving more variance'to be acc2unted
for by these speOfic school effects. There seem to be no ceiling.or regrqshion
effedts here ilii.Ch,may produce the much higher R2.fcr arithmetic than the otker

three,BI scales'clbserved. .

'4
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De Pennsylvania Department of Education has completed a tN42-year,

,Eans5e,-large --scale' research study oefive major special education progfayns.
This study involved testing%tudepts and observing special educatInn classrooms.
POr example, in'the first-year (1975) of the sEudy°the Department of Education
tested about 3,909 students and observed 388 classrooms as a statewide represe&
tative "sample, .The7second year the department was able to evaluate about 2,300

of the same studats and 300 clasdrooms for the following types of childrefit:

. , . ,

,,
.

. .

. -...*

Educable Mentally Retarded .(EMP07-Included In this category are those retarded
children with an I.Q. range of 55-80. Such children suffer from retarded mental

development and exhibit impaired adaptive: behavior in(learning, maturation or

social adjustment. ,
: -I

Trainablementally. Retarded
. .

( --
.

Inch/died in this category are retarded chil-

dren with an I.Q. range .ot 25-55. They also, as do the EMR's, exhibit impaired
adaptiVe behavior in learning, maturation and social adjustment, but thedegree-

.
of INVerity is greater, as

,
the I.Q. range indicates.

4
. .

Physically Handicappe d (111)--Thiscategory iPC1pdes those children with orthopedic
-disabilities and/Or other mild-to-profOund health impairments in such areas as

speech, hearing or vision. These conditions are of such 'magnitude that they limit

40
.

th:.4.%.,. ucatiopal performance and normal classroom accommodation ogrthe child.

-:.,n..x
'. I Mt

and,Emotionally Disturbed (SEE) --T lcis categOry is made up of those _
.

children who exhibit sufficient emotional and atypical social behavior to require -*

v

special placement.,,Jheir deiriate behavior may range from overt destruction to ..'

withdrawal from reality. these emotional diffictilties may result in educational

deficits. ., . e7.,,
..,:, .

Brain Injured (BI)-- children inAhis,catsegory, are learning disabled because,

-'
, .

-
N

...

tof deficiencies in the acquisitionpf basic skills suih aslreading, writing, R..

spelling and arithmetic. They ,may hal:reneurological brain damage, but their ''

-J learning problems Are not primarily the result ot'-mental retardation, phy0x.al

handicaps or emotional factors,. ,

TABLE 1

DES IiTION OP SAMPL

:i No. of Average Average No. Yrs. Average
. Exceptionality . Students . Age in Spec. Ed. 'I.Q.

., aibli/144

. .

. EMR Elementary, 11,.'58 . 4.18 68.73Ix

16:5G . 6.:75
.s.

69.29
v

. TMR rqmentary 281 '012.22 5.54, 43°.51

TMR S condary r188 17.61 :, 9.50 .

.

1-,

' 40.29,

,. PH ementaiY -' 147 11.53.-, - , 4.98 *.. 79*32

PH Secondary 783 16.80; 8,35 . . 75.25
Y

SED Elementary. . 121 . 11.31 I45 94.

.SED hcondary 78 1Z:97;
''''-i,,

3.83 90.

4
-BI Elementanf 137 11.0.7 2.90 # , 92.21

BI Secondary , - 1Q7*. 4 14:66 '3:0
-

90.97

4 -,,

EMR.Seoondary 593

- .

861 :

It,

4-^
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OBJECTItES

The major reason for the study was to measure and analyze three critical
16 areas: (1) learning outcomes of students, (2) quality'of,special eduCation

programs and (3) costs associated.with the administration and operation of
,'special education.

Further resea
aFong the student le
do good quality prog
and do ge9d quality

-N ,

rch was p c6d on gaining insights into the relationship
,

arnirlg outcomes, quality'of programs and costs. For exathple,
rams'consisyently contribute to student learnin& out
programs necestariiy_call for higher costs?

k N

'MEhSURiMiNT OF OBJECTIVES
.

comes

. .
,

..
,,, , :..

.Basic' Skilli--Thel-Wide Range' Achievement Test (WpAT) was used to assess progress
in basi7CSicalls:4or all children in the study except'TMR's. This instrument,
approgriate'for use with children of extreiely varying ability levels, piovides
In ,a rel4tively short Period of testing time measures of three basic cognitive
skills:. (1) treading, (2) spelling and (3) arithmetic.

For the
ttie TMR Performanc
es a:checklist to

eacher, to i
Sox, areas:

'knowledge, (
was scored t

children the WRAT was cons dered'inappropriate. Therayore,.
Profile -(TMR PP) was us
allow someone familiar

th this categor This instrument -
he individual liild, usually the

entify the child's performance ley on'24eiteris which assess aixf
(1) social behavior, (2) self- are, 3) comthuriicationt.(4) basic

) practical skills and (6) body saw. r,yhis'studythe instrument
total indicator of performanc .

4
0 ,

§ocial Competency--The instrumentUsed iciasseSs this Characteristic for all .

children was the VinelaTA'Social Maturity Scale. This measure, like the TMR PP
uses checklist to allow someone familiar with thechild to repOrt competence 4
On 7 .items 'covering six. areas: (1) self h , (2) locomotion, '(3) occupation,'

. (4 comiunication,.(5) self-direction d,(6) socialization. The instrument can
'be scored to produce a measureof "social age." ..

, . -. ., - .
. ,,

-Quality of4Programs--This variabltas 6
measured by the titdicators_of Quality

-
, -

'instrument, developed especially for this study. Combining both obserVation-and_
interview techniques, the measure contains 38 items which are scored to yield four,
subscala, scores and a total summary score. The four subscales are: (1) , .

.
Instructional Process, (2) Instructional Setting'apd Programs, ,(3) Administrative
SuOpoit, and (4) Integration with regular Classroom.

ie .. . .

°' in both yeirsbi the study, the Observersiinterviewets 'who used the
Tadicators,of Quality underwent common triiqingto assure 'Ater-judge reliability.
These trainingessions included familiarization with the instrument discussion

.
Of criteria for assessing individua4 items, suggested interview itectinf44es,

,.. general rating procedures and, fitally:,practice in ,special eduction classrooms.
4.

, . / . 4 -A% . ,*
* ,

4,. Each of the 38 items was rated on a scale of one'(the,lowest xhVng): to 7, Z.

0

five(the highest).

.
.

:5

2

"A*

'1 b



,
Costs -The department collected and analyzed budget line,ite
type of eXceptionalityat the' elementary aN4 secon4arT.levels
costs per school clistrl end'intermediate unitfor each eXcdfi

a-
costs for each'
'Average class
tionality were

.

. adjusted by, actual t reac er'salaries to obtain a more accurate cost for'each
.

classroom. Although co lecting actual cost for each classroom gay be theoretically

ft

.4.' . ,

feasible; the department foubdothis to be impractical.

. , . .

'Ir-

.

;
)

1 HIGHLIGHTS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS -
c

.,,

,
0 Learning.Qutcomes of StudentsStudent attainment in social competencies)nd

basic gkills,was generally very impressive. For example, the average daucable
Mentally retarded student at the secondarx 'level-gained close to four yJars in

.,

social maturity, while the,average"socialfy and emotionally disturbed student /
gained ablut three years during the two-yeir study period.' Generally, the social
maturity gains at the elementary level were lessi than the,secondary'leel but the,_
average social gain amountedtothe two expected for the nonhandicapped.

.
. / . 1 . i 7

,Basid.skill gains were also impressive,'despite the fact that these
student§ have different levels of handicap. FILexample, the IQ. level of ElR

. , -studentaxanged froth 55 to 80, while TMR:qudentTwere in the 25 ta 55 I.Q. range.
4 o. 4,..0;

t,

.*

R

gables 4 and 5' (see pgs. 5 and 6) summarize the rearbing gains., .

Qualiq of Spedial,Eiucation ProgramsThe overall rating of quality was 3.6 in
. 1976 and>84 in 197, so tbe,quality of special education in the Commonwealth

is-good c -.

4

Scale'

a
-TABLE 2

,INDICATORS OF'QUALITY RESULTS
4Aver4e0Ratings on Scale)

19:76 Ra pgs

Instru lanai Process ,; 3.6?

Inst :ctional Setting -1, ',3'.58

dlinigtrarive Support \ '3.89

IntegratiOnainstreaMihe. 2:94,

total r 3.60

197R,Ratin

. 3,9-3

13.78

4.12
..3.28

3.84

.

t' , s ' .

, '
.-

' costs-- Costs vary'considerably, For example, TMR eleMentary costs pr class
Crange from $21,140:to.$45PN. Su'ch differences appell to be due to variations
ire.c/ass sicd and to teacher,Salfties tht reflectdilidrences--in geography,

,,

population-density and solWoeconomic climate. _____ .

,

....

.4

4 ,
, . ,

costs. 1 Researalts also compared costs of :special, education with costs of regular,
education.' 'Feexample, Tablmi3 indiGhtes'it costs 2.38 tiMes.as much.to educate

an. elementary educaqt.retard,ed stude ad 4t-does to educate a'regUldr eleFeneary

student: . . .

A _ ,. 1
\ 4 ( r, .'.'t*

xi

/

s
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Exceptionality

EMR
TMR
SED
PH
BI

TABLE .3

SPECIAL EDUCATION COST 'Nags
,Elementary ' Secondary' Total

1974 -75, 1975-76 1974-75 1975-76 1974-75 1975-0'

2.38 2.10 1.66. 1.64 1.83 1.71

3.43 3.39 2.00 2.21 32.50 2.56

.4.45 . 4.,76 2.87 3.31 3.41 3:71

3.64 4. 7 3:25 348 3.08 3.36

3.53 .3.6 1.82 2.58 2.67 2.88

4

Relationshils--Collectively, pretest scores (fall 1575), quality and cost

related significantly to two-*year-gainsin:Social maturity for the'educa
mentally retarded and trainable mentally retarded. The combined effect of pre7

test:scores) qUality and cost related significahtly to gains for TMlis on the(

performance prZifile. Pretest scores contributed significantly to gains for

4 4 EMR's in arithmetic and spelling. Quality, of instruction significantly contri-

buted to educable mentally retarded and the physically har4dicapped spelling gains..

In addition, costs and pretest scores significantly related to brain Sjured
14:

.arithmetic gains.

Overall, quality of instruction had greater influence on gains than did .

costs or retest scores. Costs of instruct on had little direct explainable

influenc0On student progress, and costs di not rela ,te consistently with quality,

pretest ores or pciatte6t results. This diffictilty ih'exp therelatiOnship

0 of costs to quality of instruction, and studentJprogress should not pe allowed to

overshadow the results which clearl:y documented the consistently significant gains'

1n student learning and social maturity.

SUMMARY

The ,Daggrtment of EduPhiion's research indicakes that

students, for the most part:, are maW.mg significant progress
tencies and basic skil)s.

,

lityfif specialeducation p:rograms is-generally good. On d- -

special education
in both social compe-

The qua
scale of 1 (lo
instructional
handicapped

w) to _5 ?high) the average combined .rating of instructiOnal,process,

setting, administrative suppornd efforts to mainstreadthe
th the nonhandicapPed was 3.8'.

!
, ,

On the other hand, cost of administering and Operating pecial education

programs,,yartes a lot, and ,fit does cost .two tb four times, dor, than regular.,

eucation. . . ° IP
,

.

A detailed techriccal rekrt in limited quantity is available from the

Division of Research, Bureau of-Information Systems, Pennsylvania.Department of

Education, ,Box 911, tafrisburg, 'PA,17126.

4

4
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Table 4

Socia and COgnitive Classroom Gains,
Elementary Pupils

Fall 1975 Spring 1977

Achievement Average / Average
N

SO'cially and Emotionally Disturbed
lif ..,;.

. *

. . .

f I.

a

or

Social Edgege

Reading z
Spelling ..

Arithmetic
.

.

9.20 --,;,.* 11.50

3.2S ' ' . 4.73

.2.85 . 4.00

3.10, /---.3.98

.

-

.,_,1

1.53P
1.16'

0.97
.

110
104
102 ,
102

A.

p,'

II. Brain njuOte 10

Social Age 9.70. .
11.80 2.10 132

Reading 2.78 3.95. 149 135

Agep ellin g A 2.52 3.64 1.13 136

*,
.

Arithwetic

III.

2.98 cro* 3.97
* 0,4 ,
Physically gandicaned

1.07 127

.

Social Nge 6.80 8.00 1.20 , 134 c..

Reading' 2.50 3,56 1.15. 130

Spelling 2.25'. 3:85 1.65 , ' , . 126:

Arithmetic 2.30 :3.22 ,1.02 129,

IV. Educable Mental4P Retarlecl
*t. , .

ocialAge '8.50

Reading '1.93

Spelling 1.92

Arithmetic 2.07.

0

10.40
)

2.60, .
2.84

1.90

`0.74
*0.73r,

0:82

*. Trainable Mentally Ret rded.
. . *i

`Social Age *4., 4.80 -... 6 40' , 1.60d,' . . 4.0

. TMR Pfoflle . 391.90 49 :70 1,. 98.50 2T4
I Et, ( . :'."

40 4

530

525
578
k52

.

t

a

taRekes,ents. the
computation.

, .

' 'b
2.30 equals 4 years, 3 months aVeragd gain in social .age between the

fall of 1975 and the spriU"of 1977.

a .

number of same pupils i sted.,,each,time for.gain score .

g...

If 7, .

.4
: S.

c ik

3 is. a'

it ",t.-. . , . .

..

1.)' grade equivalent score average gain of. slightly over 1'yeat,
5 months b weenthe-fall nfliq.975 and .the spling of 1977, :

-

4 ..

'698.50 repr sents an average rim score gain of about 25 per pept,prC7011e

TMR.Perfo nce Pro ile-between the fall of 1975 and thespringof 1977.
a.

1 , .

.

.

.

4

.4
5.,

90

.

t



'4, .Achit#enient

l

Social Age.

Reading
Spelling 1,'

Arithmetic

..

Social Age
Readin
'Spelli ,

Arithme ic-

Social Age-`
Reading '--.

Spelling
Arithmetic

Social tae

S

Illing-ding
... ,

,. 'i -Arithmetic
,.,

.

.

TMR.Profile
Social Age

.1,,,

.7

-
, .

P tp Table' 5
0

Socdir and:Cognitive Classroom Gains
1( Secondary pupils.

s.r'

'D

-

all 1975 '-: Spring1977'
Average Average Gain

17.

N
a

) ,
4 ' "

I.: 'Socially and Emotionally Disturbed

b
14.101 16:80 2.76

k.14. 7.13 1.10c

5.17 5.92 0.83
5.00 5.98 1:16

II. Brain Injured
-

14.40*,, 16.16 , 1. /0
4

' 4.15 5.10 1.01

3.56 . 4.13 0.72

4:29 5.41 1.21
",

III. Physically Handicapped-

8.40 '9.90 1.50

5402 5.99 0.93*

4.45 ." 5.32 0.94

4.1? 5.10 1.12

.

. Educable Mentally Retarded
. .

13.60 17.30 : 3.70

. 3.75 4.30 0.60

3.70 4Y24. 0.62

3.82 4.45 .' 0.74
r

V. Trainable Mentally Retarded

4,

7. 8.30
50

p.80,

495.7 e8.29-

,r..-

.

-'

-

, .

67
70

69

68
e"-

.

. 411'

87

pi ,

78

84

. .

78

71

67

64

560
507

V56
476.

139,

177

,Represents the number of same t'upils testet each time for gain score .

computation.

b2.70 equals 2 yeats, 7 months average gain in social age/between the fall

of1975 and the spring of 1977.

.1.10 isI grade equivalent score average gaip of one year,one Month

between the fall of 1975 and, the spring of 1977,
.

.c188.29 Tdpresents an average raw 'score gain of ever 12 per cent on the TMR

ferformance Profile ketween the fall of 1975 and the spring of 1977.

0
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